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ABSTRACT

Many universities have implemented initiatives designed to address first year retention and
persistence. Various prevention and support programs, including summer bridge programs, TRIO
and Student Support Services, have been funded for the primary purpose of improving the
outcomes of underserved populations. Although these initiatives and programs have been
somewhat impactful, higher education leadership continues to seek ways to improve the outcomes
of students at their institutions. Graduation outcomes continue to be a challenge for higher
education leaders and researchers alike. Talbert (2012) states “Strong communication and
cooperation between academic departments, learning support, student services, and federally
funded programs is paramount for realizing the best possible student outcomes.” Given the current
climate of budget cuts in education, understanding how colleges and universities can effectively
address the factors that influence student persistence is key to determining how best to increase
graduation rates as well as to decrease the significant gaps that exist between Black and White
students.
The student success case management model, the focus of this program evaluation, was
implemented at a large research-intensive university located in the southeastern United States.
The results of this evaluation indicate the stakeholders believe that the model has been
implemented effectively. Although the stakeholders acknowledge the model’s effectiveness, they
recognize that there are areas for improvement. Most specifically, they cited the need for better
integrated technology systems to allow increased efficiency, increased clarity of roles and
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responsibilities throughout the university, further review of institutional policies and systems that
may impose barriers for diverse students and unique situations and strengthened partnerships and
services representative of a more unified campus-wide culture of care.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

Background
Many universities have implemented initiatives designed to address first year retention
and persistence to graduation. Various prevention and support programs, including summer
bridge programs, TRIO and Student Support Services, have been funded for the primary purpose
of improving the outcomes of underserved populations. Although these initiatives and programs
have been impactful, the question of whether they have been enough remains unanswered.
Numerous scholars have presented theoretical perspectives intended to explain, interpret,
and recommend solutions for college retention, persistence, and completion. Among the most
impactful, Vincent Tinto’s (1975) student integration model represented a turning point in the
national conversation about undergraduate student retention. Tinto’s model proposes that a
student’s commitment to graduating from a particular institution is positively impacted by that
student’s ability to assimilate into the campus community, socially and academically. In the
author’s more recent research, Tinto (2012) has further expanded this theory to consider the
impact of motivational factors including goal commitment, high expectations, strategic
academic, social, and financial support, and an effective academic assessment process.
According to Tinto (2006), researchers have become more knowledgeable and better
equipped to address college persistence. He further claims that they have more insight about
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how to influence the outcomes of diverse populations in different campus settings. Tinto
acknowledges, however, that there is still work to be done in order to assist higher education
institutions with policy and practices that better support all students, particularly low-income
students.
The attempt to understand and address student retention and graduation has spanned
multiple decades; yet theoretical perspectives intended to define and offer solutions to this
complex issue have yet to produce results that reflect consistent improved student success
outcomes for colleges and universities. Despite studies about the challenges with college
retention dating back as far as the 1930s, student outcomes remain a prominent concern for
higher education institutions in the United States as do graduation rates.
Graduation outcomes continue to challenge higher education leaders and researchers
alike. According to Tinto (2007), despite the increase in college enrollment, universities have
fallen short with graduation outcomes. As noted by Tinto (2007), graduation rates have not
demonstrated significant improvement and the outcomes for low-income and underserved are
even more dismal. Given the current climate of accountability in education, determining how
colleges and universities can effectively address the factors that influence student persistence is
key to increasing overall graduation rates as well as to decreasing the significant gaps student
success that exist between non-White and White students.
The Need for a New Perspective
Shushok and Hulme (2006), as cited by Demetriou and Schmitz-Sciborski (2011), reported
that institutions have historically viewed poor student outcomes as an affliction. Demetriou and
Schmitz-Sciborski (2011) proposed the need for more inter-departmental collaboration on college
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campuses while emphasizing the importance of focusing less upon what students are not able to
do and more on their strengths.
In essence, both Shushok and Hulme (2006) and Demetriou and Schmitz-Sciborski
(2011) proposed the idea of developing solutions for student retention, persistence and
completion through a strengths-based lens thus implementing a more holistic and
supportive approach. Talbert (2012) states that meaningful collaboration among the various
campus partners including academic departments, student affairs and support services, can have
a significantly positive impact on student outcomes. Thus, it seems that such an approach to
improving student outcomes should become the priority, particularly given the changing
characteristics, including demographics, of students.
Demographic Changes
According to the United States Census Bureau’s 2003 data, the population was
approximately 288,368, 698. Whites comprised 75.1%, Blacks 12.3% and Hispanics 12.5% of
the population. In 2013, the census reflected a growth in the population to 318,128,839. Unique
to this population growth is that the White population decreased to 63%, while Blacks and
Hispanics increased to 13.1% and 16.9%, respectively.
Such changes in our country’s demographics suggest that a major overhaul of our
institutional systems, particularly our educational institutions, is in order. As demographics
change nationally, these changes are also reflected on university campuses. It is essential,
therefore, that colleges and universities implement innovative strategies to better prepare all
campus personnel with the tools, knowledge and skills needed to understand and support the
unique situations of their students.
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Although the overall graduation rates are lacking, the retention and graduation rates of
non-White students have remained significantly lower than those of their White counterparts
nation-wide. Researchers continue to explore how non-White students experience college and
the factors that may determine their success. Noting that the graduation outcomes of all students
are unimpressive, it seems that new ideas and perspectives are needed.
Conceptualizing the Model
As early as 2012, university leadership began to recognize that their approach to student
success had failed to bring about the results that they were seeking for student outcomes. They
recognized that radical change was necessary and charged a multi-disciplinary team of university
professionals with the task of recommending campus-wide initiatives that would significantly
improve the success of students. As recommended in the previously referenced research, the
institution was seeking a more wholistic and student-centered construct. Two staff members,
assigned to explore these ideas further, initiated practices for learning about students through
student performance data (past and present), attendance, retention, academic progress, student
concerns, and available campus resources. Through this initial work, the basic concepts of a
model eventually identified as the student success case management model, evolved.
The model, which is the focus of this inquiry, is the result of one university’s response to
implementing a new perspective and method for achieving improved student success. This model
was refined by adopting the structure from the Health Management Model (Education Advisory
Board, 2016) and evolved in response to the university’s continuing efforts to improve student
success.
Much like the triage concept from health management, the student success case
management model allows program staff members called advocates to identify the risk level of
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each student (Table 1) resulting in individualized support strategies and efficient care. Thus, the
advocate’s decision-making process is guided by the type and number of barriers that a student
has encountered and the potential impact on the student’s academic outcomes. Table 1 illustrates
how these levels of support are conceptualized through risk stratification.
Table 1. Risk Stratification for Student Success Case Management
Student Risk Level
HIGH
Multiple issues occurring which WILL impact the
student’s wellness and academic
MODERATE
Issues occurring which MAY impact the student’s
wellness and academics.
LOW
Isolated incidents occur; students may/may not
need support

Minimum Support Provided
Provide intensive and on-going support; coordinate
appropriate se0rvices with campus partners.
Monitor student progress through data and provide
necessary outreach and referrals.
Provide communication and support as needed
and/or in response to student requests.

The model and the role of the advocates will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.
Purpose of the Study
In January 2015, the university’s website reported that its 2014 six-year graduation rate
jumped 15% to an all-time high of 63%. The university administration credited these
accomplishments to the unified efforts of campus representatives working to strengthen the
university’s goal of improving student success and outcomes, particularly, the adoption of the
student success case management model. A task force led these efforts in 2009 by developing
innovative policies designed to increase graduation and retention rates, reduce student debt,
increase student satisfaction, accelerate progression towards careers and professional degrees,
and assure that students are skilled and ready to succeed.
They determined that student success must be integrated throughout the entire campus
culture. Student success became everyone’s responsibility. Some of the strategies introduced by
the task force included: more living and learning communities, an upgraded advising system,
5

professional development for advisors, state of the art technology, improved STEM labs,
increased tutor pool, and unique study areas throughout the campus. These initiatives were
credited with positively impacting the school’s overall climate and, ultimately, its graduation
rates. However, no systemic program evaluation was undertaken.
Thus, the purpose of this inquiry was to systematically examine a predominantly white
institution’s efforts to address the persistence of all undergraduate students. The implementation
of the student success case management model was reported, anecdotally, to have been an
effective approach to increasing the graduation rates of all students, as well as to have closed the
graduation gap between non-White and White students.
This collaborative evaluation, the basis of this inquiry, was designed to allow the
evaluator and stakeholders to examine, systematically and collaboratively, the effective
application of the student success case management model. The evaluation was also intended to
reveal how the model may have influenced student outcomes.
The results would allow the stakeholders to make informed decisions about future
changes and improvements to this student persistence initiatives. Also, as the Evaluator, I was
particularly interested in any differential effects in outcomes for Black students, as this
population remains a professional interest for me as well as a challenge for most universities
throughout the United States.
Significance of the Study
The preparation of all our young adults for the workforce is key to assuring the continued
economic growth of our country. Historically, the retention and graduation rates of non-White
and particularly Black students have remained significantly lower than those of their White
counterparts.
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According to the annual report (2018) of the university being studied, the gap between
graduation rates of Black and White students have decreased significantly, with an overall
increase in graduation rates for both groups. Nonetheless, graduation rates for all students have
remained significantly low throughout the nation: at a level of about 45 percent. (DeAngelo, L.,
Franke, K., Hurtado, S., Pryor, J. H., & Tran, S., 2011).
Despite the celebrated increase of diverse student bodies, which reflects our nationwide population shift, the graduation rates do not reflect the same shift. One reality that many
institutions are challenged with is determining how best to leverage their financial resources
related to student success initiatives. Some universities may have already been forced to curtail
interventions due to limited finances and personnel. Thus, it is imperative that new and
innovative programs demonstrate positive outcomes in order not only to avoid being prematurely
terminated and/or replaced, but also to ensure that all students persist to timely graduation.
The Evaluator
My professional experiences include mental health counseling, program
evaluation/Metaevaluation, teaching, mentoring, consulting, advising, training, grant writing and
quality assurance. I have 20+ experience providing leadership, supervision and organizational
management to government, educational and nonprofit industries. I am currently and Academic
Advocate at the University of South Florida and an Adjunct Instructor for the Counseling and
Human Services Program at Hillsborough Community College in Tampa, Florida.
I received my Bachelor and Master of Arts in Psychology from Washington University in
St. Louis, Missouri and am currently a doctoral candidate in Counselor Education and
Supervision at the University of South Florida. I am a Certified Program Evaluator.
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My research interests include minority student college success, the influence of
psychological and cultural trauma on Black people, multicultural competency in mental health,
the impact of college readiness and how it influences students’ experiences, transfer student
transition and shock, and college student retention and persistence. As an experienced trainer
and consultant, I have developed and implemented training modules on various topics including
leadership, teamwork, advocacy, mentoring, effective communications, relationships, cultural
competence, and multiple counseling specific topics.
I have been married to my college sweetheart for 33 years and together we birthed,
loved, trained, encouraged, and educated two wonderful children. My daughter has graduated
with her master’s degree in Electrical Engineering. My son began his academic pursuit at one
university as a Business major and has since transferred to another 4-year university to complete
his Bachelor of Arts in Communication. Their college journeys have been unique and despite
their more than adequate high school preparation, they have encountered challenges which could
have, if not addressed appropriately, derailed their opportunities to succeed academically.
It is from the experiences of my own children that much of my passion and motivation
for this topic is driven. I learned that despite the many dynamics that contribute to a student’s
journey, each experience uniquely contributes to their path and can make all the difference. I
have come to believe that student success depends on the innovation, commitment, participation,
and support of many.
My desire to contribute to the work that informs universities of opportunities for
improvement is what keeps me aware of my own biases. To be impactful and effective, I must
learn from those who are making a difference in the college experiences and outcomes for all
students and especially for Black students.

8

Assumptions
The original impetus study was based upon the idea that students of color graduate from
college at a disproportionate rate in comparison to their White counterparts throughout the
nation. National reports reflect that this gap remains at most universities. Various scholars have
conducted multiple studies to explore the effects of campus climate, campus engagement,
cultural trauma, teacher engagement, family support and academic engagement. While there is a
consensus that these factors do have some impact on the academic success of non-White
students, the gap remains a concern as no consistent solutions have been confirmed.
In my efforts to understand why most universities still reflect low graduation rates,
especially for Black students, despite the extensive research and costly initiatives, I determined
that the theoretical perspectives used to examine this dilemma maintained a deficit focus. What
is wrong? How is it wrong? Why is wrong? Who made it wrong? I concluded that these deficit
perspectives may limit the opportunities student success programs have for progress and
improvement.
My mental health orientation has guided my approach to this study through a strengthsbased lens. I observed that some universities, though a small percentage, have demonstrated
success with graduation rates and decreasing the gap between White and non-White students.
My assumptions are that their approaches must align with a strengths-based model. By
perceiving the potential in each student, I believe that there are opportunities for more
progressive and proactive approaches that inspire and encourage success.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework that has guided this evaluation is based upon a logic model.
According to Rodriguez-Campos and Rincones-Gomez (2013), a logic model provides a graphic
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illustration of how the evaluand, in this case the Student success case management model, is
logically connected to key aspects of the evaluation.
The College Student Success Life Cycle Logic Model (Henderson, A. - rev. 2020)
illustrates how the institution, which houses the program that is the central focus of this study,
perceives and supports students as they work towards graduation.
Table 2 provides a visual representation of the framework around which this evaluation is
designed. The framework suggests that student experiences prior to and during college are
factors that could potentially enhance or contribute to a disruption in the student’s academic
progress. The Student success case management model has helped to mitigate some of the
disruptions to support the student through their academic journey.
Although many students may accomplish their academic goals with few challenges, there
are those who find it difficult to overcome obstacles without some level of intervention. The
student success case management model represents the process at this university that Academic
Advocates use in identifying and assisting the students that are unable to persist without some
external support.

Figure 1. College Student Success Life Cycle Logic Model
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Evaluation Questions
All interviews and observations were conducted with the goal of informing the following
three broad evaluation questions: 1) How successful has the university’s student success case
management model been in improving the academic outcomes of students?; 2) What are the
strengths of the student success case management model?; 3) How can the university’s student
success case management model be improved?
Scope and Delimitations
This collaborative evaluation was formative but not summative. The purpose of this
collaborative formative evaluation was not to fix or change the university’s persistence and
retention initiatives. This is the role of the stakeholders. Nor was the purpose of this inquiry to
compare or contrast graduation rates among or between the various racial, ethnic, or
socioeconomic groups that participated in the program nor to make any causal assertions relative
to their academic success. Finally, the purpose of this evaluation was not to make any
comparisons between academic success programs at the university under study and at other
universities in the state, region, or nation. The evaluation findings were intended to serve as a
tool to guide the decision-making process of the stakeholders relative to their student success
model.
Definition of Terms
•

Academic Advisor - university professional tasked with advising students about course
selection, registration, and major requirements.

•

Academic Advocate – university professional having the responsibility of identifying
students at risk of not progressing academically and connecting them with the support
and resources appropriate for their situation in a timely manner.
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•

Black Student - students who identify themselves as Black, African American or of
African ancestry.

•

Campus Care Team Partner – various services/offices of the university that participate in
providing support and resources for students.

•

Campus Climate – the university’s environment and culture as experienced by students.

•

Campus Engagement- the opportunities and ways in which students connect (socially and
academically) with the university.

•

Case Management – the strategic and timely process of outreach, support, and care
coordination provided by the Academic Advocates.

•

Collaborative Evaluation – an evaluation strategy that involves stakeholders as major
participants and contributors to the evaluation.

•

Collaboration Members – the specific individuals (Director, Assistant Director, Data
Management Coordinator and Academic Advocates) who work jointly with the evaluator
to help with particular tasks, including interviews and observations, associated with the
evaluation.

•

Collaboration Team- the individuals that work together to complete the evaluation,
inclusive of the evaluator and stake holders.

•

Context Input Process Product (CIPP) Model – an evaluation model that directs the
evaluation process by identifying the background, stakeholder strategies, potential
impact, and implementation of a given program or intervention.

•

Evaluand – the student success case management model that is the subject of this
evaluation.
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•

External Evaluator- a program evaluator who is external (no personal affiliation or
connection) to the organization or program being evaluated.

•

Formative Evaluation - an evaluation done with the intent of fostering the on-going
development and improvement of the evaluand.

•

Internal Evaluator - a program evaluator who has a personal affiliation or connection
(e.g., as an employer/employee) to the organization or program being evaluated.

•

Persistence – a college student’s ability to continue towards a desired outcome, typically
graduation, despite university barriers and personal challenges.

•

Predominantly White Institution (PWI) - Higher learning institutions at which White
students historically account for more than 50% of the enrollment.

•

Program Evaluation – the systematic approach used to gather meaningful information to
answer the evaluation questions and provide recommendations to the stakeholders.

•

Retention – a college student’s continuity from the 1st to the 2nd year in college.

•

Success – a student’s accomplishment of an aim or purpose which is typically described
as graduation in higher education.

•

Summative Evaluation – an evaluation that focuses on the outcome and impact of the
evaluand.

Summary and Preview of Chapters
Chapter One introduced and provided the historical context of the inquiry and its
significance. It identified the inquiry as a collaborative evaluation as well as the rationale for
this approach. A brief description of the model, the stakeholders, the assumptions underlying the
inquiry, the conceptual framework for the and the questions guiding the inquiry also were
provided.
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In Chapter Two, the published works and empirical studies aligned with this topic will be
reviewed. This literature review is intended to provide insight into prior findings and approaches
addressing this topic. Chapter Three will describe the evaluation design, instruments, and
methods. In Chapter Four, I will present results of the evaluation and Chapter Five will serve to
synthesize my experiences and observations as well as offer my recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO:
REVIEW OF THE LITEREATURE

Overview
This chapter presents a review of recent and historical literature relevant to college
student retention and persistence. Topics discussed include persistence, retention issues, college
campus climate, minority student academic performance, and executive team diversity.
Persistence
One of the most influential perspectives on college student persistence has been Tinto’s
(1975) theoretical model of student persistence known as Student Departure Theory. According
to Metz (2005), the roots of Tinto’s student departure theory (1975) included the early results of
student attrition studies, the impact of various environmental variables, student departure
research and student transition outcomes. Tinto’s collaboration with Cullen (1973) resulted in a
“model of attrition and persistence that included the following components: a) pre-entry
attributes - prior schooling and family background; b) goals/commitment - student aspirations
and institutional goals; c) institutional experiences - academics, faculty interaction, co-curricular
involvement, and peer group interaction; d) integration - academic and social; and f) outcome departure decision - graduate, transfer, dropout.” Metz (2005) further notes that Tinto also
adapted the idea of the need to conduct a ritual when transitioning to new experiences from Van
Gennep’s (1960) rites of passage theory to the four-year college experience. Metz (2005)
indicated that Van Gennep’s (1960) also included elements of Durkheim’s (1953) theory of
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suicide (departure) further affirming the importance of a celebrated move from one level to the
next.
Metz (2005) discussed Tinto’s continued focus on how students’ inability to integrate and
perform in the college environment could affect their academic performance and result in
departure, as did Spady (1970). He explained that Tinto’s (1975) student departure theory
considered how a student’s engagement with faculty, peers and extracurricular activiti8es
contributed to the students’ college attrition. Austin’s (1970) acknowledgement of the many
variables that contributed to student persistence aligns with Tinto’s (1975) theory; however, as
stated by Metz (2005)., Tinto provided a theoretical model that established the basis for further
research.
Despite Tinto’s (1987) expanded revision of the student departure theory, which
considers experiences of students of color, 4-year commuter universities and community
colleges, and Tinto (2012), which sought to review measures of persistence as a means of better
understanding students’ decision-making when faced with adversity. current empirical data
suggests that we have not yet fully grasped what influences a student’s decision to leave.
Habley, Boom, & Robbins (2012) provide an in-depth review of the multiple theoretical
perspectives that have sought to conceptualize student departure and decision-making behaviors.
They suggest that the sociological, psychological, economic, cultural, and organizational
theoretical perspectives that have been introduced by prior researchers have missed the
opportunity to consider the unique behaviors of each student. The authors further state that
although these perspectives have offered valuable insights, it is important to note that any of
them could be useful in describing the dominant factors in students’ lives based upon their
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current situation. Hence, understanding a student’s perceptions and behaviors may be unique to
that student at any moment.
Tinto (2018) challenges higher education institutions to consider the impact that a
student’s perception of their experiences may have on their motivation to persist. The author
believes that student persistence may be less impacted by the student’s experiences and
engagement and more by their perceptions of these interactions. This suggests that the heavy
emphasis that many institutions place on performance outcomes could be guided by a
misinformed understanding of the root of persistence. Tinto (2018) cautions institutional leaders
to allow factors such as predictive analytics, life experiences, finances, academic decisions, etc.
to serve as only a small part of the picture. By gaining a better understanding about a student’s
perceptions, the author believes that motivation and decision-making will be better understood.
In a review of Tinto’s (1993) Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student
attrition, Braxton (2019) discusses how recent researchers have sought to expand upon Tinto’s
theory of college student departure to understand student persistence more definitively. The
author suggests that Tinto’s extended studies on why students leave college provides great
insight into how campus and classroom interactions influence a student’s decision to leave. The
author also noted that the term student departure also gives the institution some accountability as
this important decision is often inferenced by experiences and perceptions.
Researchers continue to explore opportunities to expand upon Tinto’s work or create new
theories. Scholars have emphasized a need to further explore areas such as finances, mental
health, student perceptions and social assets. While these ideas are noteworthy, it is necessary to
acknowledge that students are both unique and complex. While Tinto’s theory may be limited in
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scope, researchers have yet to determine a single theory that encompasses the complete essence
of the experiences that influence a student’s decision to leave college.
Student Retention
The concept of retention is guided by the university’s desired outcome of ensuring that all
students remain through graduation. Initial perceptions regarding this area focused on student
preparedness and moved on to other areas such student engagement and first year experiences.
Astin, Tsui, and Avalos (1996), as stated by Jalomo (2000), determined that students who
entered college with a solid academic background were more likely to graduate from college in
less than five years.
Jalomo (2000) noted the following factors as having a great impact on college student
retention: (1) minority students have better preparation for the college environment than their
parents and grandparents; (2) assessment results remain questionable and continue to limit
student access to college; and (3) colleges are enrolling more diverse populations and are
challenged with determining how best to respond their unique characteristics. Alamo (2000)
suggested that the stakeholders (internal and external) were all accountable for understanding
and addressing all these concerns.
In Alamo’s (2000) discussion of the comparative assessment results of high school
students’ SAT scores, it was noted that the scores of minority students (African American,
American Indian, Hispanic) except for Asians, were consistently lower overall than the scores of
White students. Between the years of 1976 and 1999, the average SAT scores of African
American students showed a marginal increase, which slightly narrowed the gap with White
students. Some researchers have suggested that much of the disparity appears to align with
socioeconomic (poor vs wealthy) status and geographic (rural vs urban) experiences. Other
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critiques, referenced by Alamo (2000), argued that rather than measuring student aptitude, the
tests represented cultural assimilation.
According to Habley, Boom, & Robbins (2012), more recent researchers have addressed
student retention by focusing on student characteristics and institutional conditions. The authors
suggest that while many of these theoretical perspectives have presented similar ideas, they often
are also contradictory. Some theorists give higher regard to student motivation and self-efficacy
while others place greater emphasis on student experiences and perceptions. Habley, Boom, &
Robbins (2012) state that transition programs and advising and learning assistance initiatives
have been prominent factors in influencing student retention. The authors propose that despite
the minimal improvements in retention across institutions, earlier theoretical perspectives have
set the stage for new and innovative practices.
Zepke (2015) notes the importance of student engagement in student retention and
suggests that to better understand student engagement, a broader perspective must be explored.
The author notes that the general understanding of successful student engagement is often
limited to classroom experiences with successful outcomes. Zepke’s (2015) work proposes a
more holistic perspective that embraces the student’s active involvement in the management of
their learning experiences and the evolution of their sense of community through “critical active
citizenship and personal and social well-being.” The author states that those institutions having a
higher level of engagement will ultimately improve student retention.
Currently, significant efforts are often focused on ensuring that first-year students are
well informed, supported and acclimated to better facilitate their retention to the second year of
college. Metz (2005) believed that these initial efforts increase the potential for student
retention.
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Campus Climate
Peterson and Spencer (1990) defined the campus climate as the attitudes or emotions
shared by individuals about their campus experiences. According to Hurtado et al. (1999),
psychological climate refers to any perceived presence of racial/ethnic tension, discrimination,
and attitudes of prejudice. In addition, the authors further described campus racial climate as
having been influenced by historical institutional barriers, limited diversity among staff, faculty,
and students, and few observed social interactions and diversity in the classrooms and on
campus. Their multilevel racial climate theoretical perspective considers the design, history,
and diversity of the various institutions. In addition, it is noted that students may be impacted by
the behavioral experiences with other groups and psychological individual experiences on
campus.
Students’ perception of the campus climate may be influenced by multiple factors
including prior academic and lived experiences such as their transition onto campus and their
ability to engage faculty and other students. Campus climate is also impacted by the number and
quality of opportunities for interaction and connectedness. Students of diverse backgrounds and
identities often find it difficult to engage within the campus culture.
According to Cabrera et. al. (1999), campus climate is a significant contributor to the
poor academic outcomes of minority students. They discuss that campus climate can lead to
increased stress on minority students beyond the typical student stress which then leads to
maladjustment to college and the feeling of not belonging. They also note the problematic
student-institution fit, which suggests that majority members of the institution have low tolerance
for minority students and discriminate against them.
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The importance of racial climate is based upon two key assumptions: (1) that it is a
multilevel phenomenon; wherein, the attitudes of university personnel along with the perceptions
and experiences of students are key players in creating the campus climate; and (2) the racial
climate has a direct impact on the differences in the success of minority and non-minority
students. Cabrera et al. (1999) perceives racial climate as having the ability to influence
minority students’ experiences on campus to the extent that it may affect the students’ mental
and emotional development and their decision to leave an institution. The effect on the success
of minority students may very well be impacted by the students' negative perception of their
campus experiences versus the positive outlook that their White counterparts may hold. This
negative perspective very likely would contribute to the previously referenced student stress thus
resulting in their dropping out of school.
Lascher and Offenstein (2012) provide a critique of prior research on campus racial
climate and student academic outcomes. They question the reason for the on-going disparity of
college retention rates between White American and ethnic minority students. Lascher and
Offenstein (2012) discuss that while the racial environment on college campuses may be a major
contributing factor to the low retention rates of ethnic minority students, the results of such
research have not proven to be valid in that the methodology and testing methods are
questionable. The authors indicate that comparisons were not sufficiently made across racial
groups, nor were the testing techniques consistent.
Most problematic, as viewed by Lascher and Offenstein (2012) is that poorly designed
research may incorrectly assume that campus climate is only relevant to minorities.
Additionally, it is in error to presume that campus climate has little to do with racial climate.
Lascher and Offenstein (2012) address the lack of attention to the multilevel dimensions of the
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racial climate on campuses in prior research. Research often focused on an individual’s reaction
to their perceptions and experiences.
They noted that there were few studies that considered the similarities and differences of
the same groups of students on different campuses and different groups of students on the same
campuses. In addition, Lascher and Offenstein (2012) do not believe that sufficient
consideration had been given to the idea that students may be impacted by a multitude of
variables including the institutional environment, each student’s individual experiences at the
institution, and the student’s own possible sensitivity due to prior personal experiences. It is also
noted that because of these research methodologies, we are unable to clearly define the
differences in institutional versus individual impact on minority student success.
Although Lascher and Offenstein (2012) agree with the proposition that students from
different racial and ethnic backgrounds hold different perceptions of the racial climate may have
some validity, they argue that the research leaves too many unanswered questions. There is little
empirical research to confidently support this theory. Some research results infer that differences
of perception often vary even among the various ethnically diverse groups of students depending
upon the areas being assessed.
These unique perspectives could be influenced by the student’s personal life experiences,
institutional factors, or unique campus experiences. Also, inconsistent research methodologies
such as snowball sampling, a method of getting study-subject students to recruit fellow students
they know to join them in the study, could allow for biased results as the sample student group
could potentially be people who may think identically by association.
Lascher and Offenstein (2012) note that there are no consistent results which support a
racial climate theory. The authors, once again, note that while the hypothesized impact of racial
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climate could be true, insufficient empirical research exists to support the idea that a racial
climate is perceived differently by minority and non-minority groups. Some studies suggest at
times that minorities are more negatively impacted, while other studies have suggested that nonminorities may also be impacted.
Museus et. al. (2011) attempts to address the concern that minimal comparative studies
were used to address perceptions of racial campus climates. In their research, various ethnic
minority groups and White students were involved in the study. Museus et. al. concluded that
when minorities negatively experienced a racial campus climate, their perceptions influenced
their college success. Lascher and Offenstein (2012) highlight that even their failure to
rigorously test differences across groups resulted in very minimal disparities statistically; and
evidence of their claim of a direct effect of racial climate on student success was weak.
Lascher and Offenstein (2012) provide their recommendations of how to enhance the
studies of racial climate and its effects. Firstly, they recommend that research consider the role
of the campus on racial climate in the following ways: examine the institution’s various facets
that contribute to its climate and how these are perceived by and impact the success of minority
students; employ a multilevel study to allow the ability to compare the effects of campus climate
rom the various dimensions of the university and students; and ensure that comparative statistical
data is useful rather than ambiguous.
Secondly, Lascher and Offenstein (2012) urge that more research and theory
development be pursued regarding the differences of perceptions of racial groups. Thirdly, more
formalized testing between groups to accurately determine if a difference between perceived
racial experiences and student performance can be empirically verified. Lascher and Offenstein
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(2012) believe that until these recommendations for additional research are implemented the
reported findings remain ambiguous and incomplete.
Lascher’s and Offenstein’s (2012) concern that the empirical data are insufficient may be
valid; however, I believe that to gain a more comprehensive and accurate perspective regarding
the experiences of and impact of campus climate on culturally diverse students, additional
quantitative and qualitative research will be beneficial. The challenge would be to design a study
that incorporates a multilevel approach to ensure that the many variables are considered and
compared. Lascher and Offenstein (2012) provide valuable feedback regarding the
inconsistencies and even incompleteness in some instances as related to the topic of the effect of
campus climate on student performance. They also provide some noteworthy recommendations
for more extensive research which would further provide solid data to aid in a more complete
examination of the topic.
To fully understand the impact of the campus climate on student success, one would need
to consider the underlying racist attitudes of faculty and staff and well as historical practices of
the university that could be perceived as discriminatory but are accepted as the norm. In
addition, many of the traditional research methods are pursued from a perspective of intentional
and unintentional biases that may affect the responses and outcomes of minority students. In
approaching this rather complex topic, qualitative combined with quantitative research methods
are necessary prove trustworthy and reliable data and are essential to ensure a more
comprehensive understanding of the actual effects of campus racial climate on student retention.
Executive Team Diversity and Minority Retention
The racial and ethnic diversity of the United States continues to change rapidly. Habley,
Bloom, & Robbins (2012) state that increasing the diversity of executive leadership teams across
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institutions would be prudent in demonstrating a higher level of commitment to diverse student
populations. Fincher, et. al. (2010) suggest that although research on the impact of having a
diverse executive leadership team at non-profit colleges and universities on minority student
retention has been done but not been published, the findings from similar studies in the for-profit
world (Shook, Payne, & Voges, 2005; Wiersema & Bantel, 1992) have demonstrated a positive
impact on minority retention.
Fincher et. al. (2010) studied colleges and universities in Texas were examined due to the
nature of their explosive growth of minority populations. The authors suggest that Texas’ failure
to increase the diversity of their executive leadership team may be their downfall in that they
may be unable to plan strategically for all students as many of their leadership teams continue to
be primarily represented by White middle- and upper-class men. Fincher et. al. (2010) noted that
group decision-making is always preferred over the individual as it allows for diverse opinions
and perspectives. Thus, ensuring that this group is representative of all populations provides an
even broader and more inclusive plan.
The authors conducted a quantitative study based upon a hypothesis which sought to
determine whether the demographic make-up of a higher institution’s executive leadership team
(the decision-makers) has any impact on minority student retention. Data was collected on
African American, Hispanic, and Asian students over a course of one year. Findings indicated
that the lack of diversity on the executive leadership team does have a negative impact on the
retention of African American, Hispanic, and Asian students. Also, the results indicated that
diversity not only represents ethnicity and race but also many other factors such as economic
background and sex. Therefore, the impact of specific variables is unclear. The authors’
recommendations include increasing the diversity of decision-makers in academic institutions,
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creating training programs to ensure the success of decision-makers, and developing and
implementing a plan to recruit and educate capable potential professionals from or representing
diverse backgrounds.
Fincher et. al. (2010) sought to employ quantitative research in order to clarify the impact
of having a diverse executive leadership team at colleges and universities on minority student
retention. While I agree that this could potentially have a significant impact on student retention,
particularly since it has already been validated though research among for-profit organizations, I
believe that qualitative and quantitative studies used jointly have the potential to produce more
definitive findings. In addition, I believe it is important to also include data from Caucasian
students to better compare the outcomes of groups. Finally, the study did not distinguish
between the various cultures or countries that each minority group represents. For example,
students of African descent individuals potentially include students from the United States,
Africa, Caribbean, etc. While there will be similarities, these sub-cultures and nationalities all
hold unique cultural perspectives and experiences related to education which may impact their
academic experiences. Therefore, it could be important to collect some pertinent information
from each individual prior to the study.
Museus et al. (2011) explores the various factors that impact the success of students
participating in STEM programs during their college years. Factors that were considered
throughout the various research studies include: (1) colorblindness vs. affirmative action, (2)
economics, (3) type of institution (minority serving versus highly selective), (4) campus
environments, (5) interactions with institutional administration, (6) psychological factors, and (7)
STEM specific support and educational programs.
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The authors analyzed each of those areas by describing the various influences and
barriers experienced by students. Of interest was the discussion on how students sustained their
college experiences in minority serving institutions versus majority white institutions. Their
empirically based research determined that minority-based institutions have a positive effect on
minority students and are responsible for producing a larger number of minority student
graduates.
Museus et al. (2011) propose that the supportive environment and administration may be
key factors in assuring the success of minority students. Museus et al. (2011) also state that
though a clear statistical analysis is lacking as a means of providing quantified findings that
support the idea that minority serving institutions have better success with minority students,
qualitative research (case studies, surveys, interviews, and observations) has confirmed such
results. According to Museus et al. (2011), some scholars have argued that minority students
who are unsuccessful at predominantly white institutions are simply inappropriately placed and
would do better at less selective institutions. While this could be true for some students, these
generalized theoretical perspectives do not consider the multiple variables which may impact a
student’s ability to succeed. The university’s model has confirmed that with appropriate and
timely support to students, most very capably achieve their degrees at the institution. When a
student’s challenges are addressed, they are better able to focus on academics.
Summary
Theories of persistence focus on the reasons that students fail to complete college.
Research in this area is essential to informing university faculty, staff, and administrators of the
practices within the academic environment that negatively affect students. While a consistent
finding identifies student-faculty engagement as a contributing factor to poor student persistence,
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additional studies should emphasize a more long-term approach (at least the four years of
college) to aid in the development of appropriate intervention to support minority students.
Lascher and Offenstein’s (2012) concern that the empirical data are insufficient to
explain student persistence may be valid; however, there is empirical evidence that demonstrates
a negative impact on students’ learning experiences when exposed to a negative environment,
trauma or even deprived of basic necessities. I believe that in order to gain a comprehensive and
accurate perspective regarding the experiences of culturally diverse students and the impact of
campus climate on them, the use of qualitative research methods would be most helpful. The
challenge would be to design a study that incorporates a multilevel approach to ensure that the
many variables are considered and compared. While quantitative studies provide value, the
constructs and designs potentially limit the accurate representation of the cultural aspects of
many students.
Lascher and Offenstein (2012) provide valuable feedback regarding the inconsistencies
and even incompleteness in some instances as related to the topic of the effect of campus climate
on student performance. They even provide some noteworthy recommendations for more
extensive research which would further provide solid data to examine the topic more fully. In
order to understand the impact of the campus climate fully, one would need to consider the
underlying racist attitudes of faculty and staff as well as historical practices of the university that
could be perceived as discriminatory but are accepted as the norm.
In addition, many of the traditional research methods are pursued from a perspective of
bias (intentionally and unintentionally) that may affect the responses and outcomes of minority
students. In approaching this very complex topic, a mixed methods research approach could prove

28

valuable and essential to ensure a more complete understanding of the true effects on student
retention.
Fincher et. al. (2010) conducted quantitative research that would clarify the impact of
having a diverse executive leadership team at colleges and universities on minority student
retention. While I agree that this would potentially have a great impact on student retention
(particularly since it has already been validated though research among for-profit organizations),
I again suggest that qualitative and quantitative studies would jointly result in more definitive
findings. In addition, I agree with the authors that the inclusion of data from Caucasian students
could add further value to the results.
Chapter Two presents a review of the research related to this inquiry. Chapter Three will
present the inquiry design, instruments and methods used to conduct this study.
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CHAPTER THREE:
EVALUATION METHODS AND DESIGN

Overview
Chapter Three describes the methods used to conduct the inquiry. The model,
participants, program design, evaluation instrument and procedures are fully described to assure
insight into the process which includes the inquiry method, evaluation timeline, data collection,
and data analysis. The chapter opens with Mental Health Concerns.
Tinto (1993) acknowledged that various groups of students (such as minorities, nontraditional, and transfer students) all face unique circumstances and challenges which may
greatly impact their academic experiences and suggests that institutions must become better
versed in the experiences of the various groups to be better prepared to enrich their academic and
campus experiences. Habley, Boom, & Robbins (2012) suggests that a student’s perception of
their college experience is greatly influenced by their level of self-efficacy, ability to manage
stressful situations and an internal locus of control.
Boyraz, Horne, Owens and Armstrong (2013) found that 47.1% of African American
students who screened positive for PTSD stopped college within the second year, as opposed to
the 28.7% who were exposed to potential traumatic events but did not meet the PTSD criterion.
Boyraz et al. (2013) also found that females were at higher risk for dropping out of college than
their male counterparts. They suggested that African American students of lower socioeconomic
status live in high-risk areas for exposure to severe types of PTE (Potential Traumatic Events)
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such as violence, abuse, poverty and have limited financial or social resources to mitigate these
circumstances.
These students report greater lifetime exposure to interpersonal violence and higher rates
of lifetime diagnoses of PTSD, making them a vulnerable population for drop-out at the
collegiate level (Boyraz, et al., 2013). High drop-out rates contribute to the vicious cycle of
poverty as underemployment and unemployment rise among African Americans in the United
States of America and has an even greater impact on the mental well-being of these individuals.
It is important to note that both personal and campus environments have the capacity to
significantly contribute (positively and negatively) to the mental well-being of all students.
This collaborative evaluation will allow the evaluator and stakeholders to systematically
examine the student success case management model. Results of the evaluation should help to
determine how effectively the model has shifted the trajectory of student success at the
university. This Evaluator also has a personal interest in how this model has contributed to the
improved outcomes of African American students, as this issue remains a significant challenge
for most predominantly White universities throughout the United States. Accordingly, there will
be a discussion that addresses this point of interest.
Description of the University
At the time of this evaluation, this large metropolitan multi-campus university system had
a budget of $1.6 billion and an enrollment of 30,300 undergraduate students. Over 7% of the
student population was international, with students Mental Health Concerns
Tinto (1993) acknowledged that various groups of students (such as minorities, nontraditional, and transfer students) all face unique circumstances and challenges which may
greatly impact their academic experiences and suggests that institutions must become better
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versed in the experiences of the various groups to be better prepared to enrich their academic and
campus experiences. Habley, Boom, & Robbins (2012) suggests that a student’s perception of
their college experience is greatly influenced by their level of self-efficacy, ability to manage
stressful situations and an internal locus of control.
Boyraz, Horne, Owens and Armstrong (2013) found that 47.1% of African American
students who screened positive for PTSD stopped college within the second year, as opposed to
the 28.7% who were exposed to potential traumatic events but did not meet the PTSD criterion.
Boyraz et al. (2013) also found that females were at higher risk for dropping out of college than
their male counterparts. They suggested that African American students of lower socioeconomic
status live in high-risk areas for exposure to severe types of PTE (Potential Traumatic Events)
such 7as violence, abuse, poverty and have limited financial or social resources to mitigate these
circumstances.
These students report greater lifetime exposure to interpersonal violence and higher rates
of lifetime diagnoses of PTSD, making them a vulnerable population for drop-out at the
collegiate level (Boyraz, et al., 2013). High drop-out rates contribute to the vicious cycle of
poverty as underemployment and unemployment rise among African Americans in the United
States of America and has an even greater impact on the mental well-being of these individuals.
It is important to note that both personal and campus environments have the capacity to
significantly contribute (positively and negatively) to the mental well-being of all students.
coming from 150 countries, every U.S. State, and every U. S. territory. The university
was and remains accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission
on Colleges (SACSCOC).
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The description on the institution’s website reads that the university is “a global research
university dedicated to student success and positioned for membership in the Association of
American Universities (AAU).” As a leading metropolitan research institution, the university’s
leadership indicates that they are committed to ‘student access, academic rigor, global learning,
research, innovative partnerships, and sustainable income’. According to the university’s 201213 annual accountability report, the university ranked high nationally in graduating minority
students. The report indicates that the 2012 graduating class celebrated an 11% increase in
graduation of minorities. In January 2015, the university’s annual r3port indicated that its 2014
six-year graduation rate jumped 15% to an all-time high of 63%.
The university administration credits these accomplishments to the unified efforts of
campus partners working collaboratively toward the goal of improving student success and
academic outcomes. The task force that was convened in 2009 to initiate such efforts developed
innovative policies designed to increase graduation and retention rates, reduce student debt,
increase student satisfaction, accelerate progression towards careers and professional degrees and
assure that students are skilled and ready to succeed.
One of the initiatives introduced by the task force includes a strategic and intentional
approach to identifying and managing students who may not be progressing academically. This
initiative has evolved impressively and is now identified as the student success case management
model and is facilitated within the newly formed Office of Academic Advocacy.
Description of the Stakeholders
The Office of Academic Advocacy (OAA) was established as a result of the university’s
efforts to improve its first-year retention and graduation outcomes. The office was initially
started with a staff of three advocates (key stakeholders) and quickly expanded to an office
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comprised of a director, assistant director, 10 advocates, a major reselection advisor, an
exploratory curriculum academic advisor, an academic coach and two graduate assistants.
The reselection advisor assisted students who were forced to, or who were voluntarily
electing to, change their major but were unclear of their options. The two graduate assistants
supported the work of the reselection advisor. The academic coach provided organization, study
and time management skills support for students when recommended by one of the advocates.
The exploratory curriculum academic advisor provided support to first year FTIC students who
were unsure of their major of choice. The roles of these positions have since been either
incorporated into the work done by the advocates or reallocated to other offices.
Advocates are selected based upon their experiences in the fields of advising, mental
health, and higher education. They must also demonstrate a sound understanding of student
development theories and the constructs of emotional intelligence. The work done by the
advocates is unique based on each student’s situation. Training in areas including cultural and
professional competencies, assure that advocates can provide the insight and
sensitivity necessary to address the problems that students present. The advocates provide
undergraduate students with the support and resources needed to combat any barriers they may
encounter throughout their pursuit of a timely progression to graduation. This has remained the
primary mission though their scope of work has evolved with time and experience. Advocates
monitor and analyze data that predict potential student outcomes, which then provides
opportunities for proactive academic assistance, emotional support, and pertinent resources that
could address a student’s circumstances.
Advocates may also coordinate the services available to students from the various
campus partners and, often, will follow-up to assure that student’s needs are being addressed
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appropriately. The campus partners most often involved with direct student support include
academic advising, counseling, success &wellness coaching, student health, financial aid, the
registrar, residential education & housing, academic success center, student outreach and
support, and new student connections.
For the purposes of this evaluation, the director of this office is identified as the primary
stakeholder as well as a key stakeholder. The assistant director and data manager are considered
key stakeholders. All other staff members in the Office of Academic Advocacy are considered
supporting stakeholders. While all the identified stakeholders contributed to the evaluation, the
supporting stakeholders were most instrumental for observations and informal conversations as
they are currently most actively engaged in direct work with the students. The three key
stakeholders were selected to participate in the semi-structured interviews due to their historical
and practical perspectives.
Refining the Process
During the spring of 2014, two university staff (the initial advocates), in the Office of
Undergraduate Studies, engaged in conversations about ways to improve student retention and
graduation outcomes in response to the recommendations of a campus-wide persistence task
force. Ideas about the need to develop more intentional strategies for increasing student
retention, improving graduation rates, and decreasing the gaps between the various
demographic groups began to surface.
As the staff continued to review student data, they gained insight about trends of
graduation persistence and first-year retention rates. These staff members noted that by
monitoring individual students, they could more effectively identify the students who were not
doing well. This further provided them with the opportunity to look more deeply into a
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student’s overall performance and identify behavior patterns. The advocates then made the
tough decisions about which students might benefit most from some intrusive support. Though
staff and campus resources were limited, they realized that their approach had to be different.
The initial outreach efforts revealed key information about individual student’s situations,
needs and capacity. The advocates quickly learned that each student’s situation was unique and
had to be acknowledged as such.
The stakeholders shared that working with students in academic distress required the
ability to gain an understanding of how they got to this place and then determine what needed
to be done to assist them. Working through these, sometimes very personal, conversations with
students was often challenging. Students were not always comfortable with the process of
sharing private information or admitting that they might benefit from some assistance. Based
upon each student’s willingness and readiness, the staff member would attempt to coordinate
the necessary campus resources needed to assist them.
As staff began to learn more about the unique and similar characteristics of students,
they recognized that new and innovative approaches were imperative, if academic outcomes
were to be improved for students. Prior initiatives clearly had not been effective as student
retention and graduation rates remained problematic. The university’s leadership committed to
taking on a fresh approach. The staff advocated for increased resources and campus-wide
support. At the time, these individuals did not know how this new approach would be
identified; however, they knew that it needed to consider each student in his or her unique
situation.
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The key stakeholders in this evaluation are the same individuals who were invested in
the early beginnings of this work. They all agreed that the most prevalent questions being
considered, as they sought to identify the most effective approach to student success, included:
a) How do we improve our graduation rates?
b) How do we improve our retention rates?
c) What can we find out about our students?
d) What do we need to know?
e) What do we do with the information that we learn?
They realized that the approach had to acknowledge the importance of helping each student.
These student success staff concluded that it would require additional resources to improve the
outcomes and meet the needs of such a large student population.
Campus “care team partners”, representatives from key student support offices across
the university’s campus, were identified as essential to supporting a student’s academic and
campus experiences. These partners included Undergraduate Studies, Mental/Physical
Wellness, Career Services, Registrar, Financial Aid, Academic Advisors, Student Affairs,
Housing and Academic Affairs. The participating offices committed to a strengthened
partnership towards an improved system of care. Jointly, these care partners would assure
increased communication, availability of resources and ease of access for students.
The student success case management system, informed by the Education Advisory
Board (EAB) Health Management Model (2016), evolved and is now the primary guide for
managing and supporting students. There are nine academic advocates monitoring student
performance and attempting to identify concerns before it is too late. Also, as faculty and staff
recognize that students are not progressing academically or might be dealing with a situation

37

that appears to be impacting their academics, they may now refer students with confidence that
the students will receive follow-up and support from the Office of Academic Advocacy. The
case management system was designed to ensure that someone at the university is tasked with
the responsibility of managing each student’s care and outcomes. It has become apparent that
case management may be an effective way to help students.
According to stakeholders, as they became better acquainted with the EAB Health
Management Model, it confirmed what they had learned. The process of prioritizing students
by assessing their level of risk (i.e., how urgent is the situation and are they able to manage
without intervention?) and determining the type of care necessary according to the student’s
situation and circumstances has been instrumental in reaching students when they most need
assistance.
It is understood that there are students who may persist to graduation without delay, but,
as has been demonstrated by the graduation outcomes, a significant number of students will not
accomplish this without some level of intrusive intervention. Hence, the process of identifying
students for the care that is relevant to their situation when they most need it has greatly
enhanced each student’s access to available resources.
Student Success Case Management Model
Inspired by the guidance of the student persistence task force, the work to improve the
academic outcomes of students began with three individuals seeking ways to: (1) identify those
students who were not successfully progressing; (2) identify the barriers that were impeding each
student’s ability to progress; and (3) find solutions and resources to support the student. These
‘pioneers’ soon realized that their work of collaborating, coordinating services and resources and
following up on a student’s behalf was aligned with the concepts of case management, per the
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health care field. Derived from the Population Health Management Model of the Education
Advisory Board (2016), the university officially identified their approach as a student success
case management model. This model assures a strategic approach to address student persistence
and graduation outcomes. The noted gains, resulting from the key stakeholders’ initial efforts
became the impetus for funding the Office of Academic Advocacy to expand the opportunity to
assist more students and further improve their outcomes.
The Office of Academic Advocacy, located in Undergraduate Studies, is now staffed by
Academic Advocates, Intake staff, a Data Manager, an Assistant Director, and a Director. The
Advocates apply a strategic approach, guided the model, to remove barriers that impede student
success and progression to graduation. Advocates accomplish this through the analysis of data
that predicts student outcomes and reports that reflect a student’s current performance
(academics and attendance). The academic advocates subsequently provide outreach to students
to offer academic assistance, emotional support, and the appropriate resources. Advocates
coordinate the student’s access to services offered by the various campus partners and follow up
to assure that the student’s needs are addressed appropriately. The work done with each student
is unique to his/her situation. The cultural and professional competence of the Advocates
provide them the insight and sensitivity necessary to identify any unique resources and support
that may be appropriate for each student.
Much like the triage concept in population health management, the student success case
management model, also referred to as the Model, allows advocates to assess and stratify the risk
level of each student resulting in individualized support strategies, timely outreach, and efficient
care. The timing and intensity of follow up is also informed by the identified level of risk. The
levels of risk are based upon factors related to academic success that include attendance, mid-
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term grades, several/consistent failed grades, isolation, lack of engagement/connection,
concerning behaviors, wellness challenges, tragedy, and emotional concerns. Based upon how
the risk factors are classified, a differentiated care plan guides how outreach and follow up is
implemented.
During the initial appointment, the advocate seeks to establish a working relationship
with the student. Students are often filled with anxiety as they may not be performing their best.
They often demonstrate emotions such as frustration, sadness, worry or anger. The advocate is
challenged to assure students of their intent to identify opportunities that will eliminate the
barriers students face and guide them to a positive path.
Once the relationship is established, students are typically more willing to discuss their
personal and academic concerns. By understanding the university’s academic policies and by
gaining knowledge of each student’s coping mechanisms and support systems, the advocate
systematically identifies the level of risk that each student faces and the appropriate type of care
that each student needs.
Table 2. Student Success Case Management model – Differentiated Care Scale
LOW RISK
Students identified as LOW risk experience isolated
• Student receives communication and support
incidents. The student may/may/may not need
as needed.
support.
• Student may also request assistance.
MODERATE RISK
Students identified as MODERATE risk experience
• Student progress is monitored through data
issues which MAY impact their wellness and
and campus partner referrals for insight.
academics.
• Outreach and referrals are provided, as
appropriate.
• The student guides the level of intervention
required.
HIGH RISK
Students considered HIGH risk experience multiple
• Student is provided intensive and on-going
issues which WILL impact the student’s wellness
support.
and academics.
• Appropriate services are coordinated with
campus partners.
• On-going follow up is provided until student
is successfully progressing.
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Collaborative Evaluation
According to Fetterman, Rodríguez-Campos, Wandersman, Goldfarb O’Sullivan, and
Zukoski (2018), collaborative, participatory and empowerment evaluations involve the
stakeholders. The stakeholder’s involvement helps to build capacity which guides the focus of
the evaluation. The authors further state that these evaluation approaches inform practice, hence
requiring that the best evaluation approach be applied.
Within the collaborative evaluation approach, the evaluator is “in charge” of the
evaluation yet remains engaged with the stakeholders throughout the process, (Fetterman, et al.,
2018). This on-going engagement assures that the outcomes will be meaningful to the
stakeholders. Rodríguez-Campos and O’Sullivan (2010) state that collaborative evaluation
covers a broad scope of practice, ranging from the evaluator’s consultation with the client to fullscale collaboration with specific stakeholders at any stage of the evaluation.
Through the evaluation of the student success case management model, it is anticipated
that the results will provide greater insight into the perceptions and experiences of stakeholders
regarding the effectiveness of the implementation of the model. The goal is to identify possible
opportunities. The Model for Collaborative Evaluations (Rodriguez-Campos, 2005; RodriguezCampos & Rincones-Gómez, 2013) will be used to guide this evaluation. This model will
facilitate an evaluation that allows for on-going engagement throughout the process as the
Internal Evaluator effectively manages each key step of the model.
This inquiry is guided by the six interactive components specific to conducting a
collaborative evaluation as delineated by Rodriguez-Campos & Rincones-Gómez (2013). The
MCE components, which allow for the planning, executing, and reporting of the evaluation
results, are as follows: (1) identify the situation, (2) clarify the expectations, (3) establish a
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collective commitment, (4) ensure open communication, (5) encourage effective practices, and
(6) follow specific guidelines.
Identify the Situation. To begin the evaluation process, the university’s framework for
student success had to be clearly identified as the focus of this evaluation. To assure integrity of
the evaluation, as an internal evaluator, great efforts were made to ensure that the perspectives of
the stakeholders were accurately represented without bias. Interviews and observations, prior
and current enrollment, student outcomes data, diversity of student population and available
campus resources were all contributors to the final evaluation findings.

Figure 2. Model for Collaborative Evaluations (MCE)
The stakeholders, also known as collaboration members, participated in semi-structured
interviews and observations. I collected data that reflected prior and current practices, university
priorities, student and campus culture, best practices, current concerns, challenges, and perceived
effectiveness. I then sought to understand the design and application of the Student success case
management model, the role of the academic advocates, and the university’s use of predictive

42

analytics to drive decision-making for achieving the desired student outcomes. This systematic
approach allowed me to identify potential strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats
within the Student success case management model.
Clarify the Expectations. Ensuring that expectations are clearly defined is key to a
successful collaborative evaluation process. The overall goal for this evaluation was to assist the
university with determining the effectiveness of the implementation of the student success case
management model. Such information could be instrumental in future decision-making relative
to improving student persistence and academic success. By observing the activities of randomly
selected academic advocates, reviewing and discussing changes in student outcomes, identifying
the model’s strengths and challenges, interviewing stakeholders, analyzing the collected data,
information regarding the perceived effectiveness in the implementation of the student success
case management model was revealed.
The improved academic outcomes at this university of Black students were of particular
interest to me, due to the increasing graduation gaps reported nationally. As a result, I did
engage in some inquiry regarding the stakeholders’ perceptions of any intentional impact on the
gains of Black students’ improved success at the university. A brief discussion regarding this
topic is found in Chapter 4.
As the internal evaluator, I was responsible for the coordination and implementation of
this evaluation. The collaborators agreed to participate in interviews, assist with the
interpretation of the predictive analytics used to drive decisions regarding improving student
outcomes, describe and demonstrate the student success case management model and provide
feedback, as needed.
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Establish a Collective Commitment. It was essential to engage the primary stakeholder
throughout the process to ensure a shared vision and a commitment to consider proposed
recommendations for improvement. An agreement about the process and vision, facilitated a
positive and meaningful process. Such an engaged relationship allowed me to represent the work
and worth of each stakeholder and affirm their importance in the evaluation process.
Ensure Open Communication. The active participation of the collaborative partners
proved valuable throughout the inquiry. As the evaluator, I ensured transparency with the
primary stakeholder regarding observations of the university’s persistence efforts. Listening to
and addressing inquiries about the evaluation process was key as it facilitated trust and
commitment. Once the stakeholders understood their roles, this too allowed for further clarity
and effective communication regarding the process and results of the evaluation.
Encourage Effective Practices. Effective practices were facilitated through a systematic
approach for evaluating the university’s student success case management model. The National
Program Evaluation Standards (See Appendix E) guided the evaluation process to assure that the
results of the evaluation would be useful, effective, ethical, fair, accurate, and valid. (Yarbrough,
Shula, Hopson, & Caruthers, 2010). These standards were developed by a panel of experts and
have been officially adopted by the American Evaluation Association. In addition, the standards
are accredited by the American Standards National Institute. To assure adherence to the
National Standards, the Checklist of Program Evaluation Standards Statements (See Appendix F)
was applied throughout the process. The checklist was designed to provide a “quick reference
and overview” (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2018).
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The standards are organized in four categories are as follow:
1. Utility Standards - The utility standards are intended to increase the extent to which
program stakeholders find evaluation processes and products valuable in meeting their
needs.
2. Feasibility Standards - The feasibility standards are intended to increase evaluation
effectiveness and efficiency.
3. Propriety Standards - The propriety standards support what is proper, fair, legal, right,
and just in evaluations.
4. Accuracy Standards - The accuracy standards are intended to increase the dependability
and truthfulness of evaluation representations, propositions, and findings, especially those
that support interpretations and judgments about quality.
Follow Specific Guidelines. The American Evaluation Association’s Guiding Principles
for Evaluators (see Appendix D) are intended to assure that the evaluation process is conducted
with the highest level of professionalism and consistency. These guiding principles represent the
core values of the American Evaluation Association. (American Evaluation Association Guiding
Principles for Evaluators, 2018).
The evaluation was assured both ethical and strategic inquiry through alignment with the
five guiding principles:
1. Systemic Inquiry - a data-driven inquiry regarding the persistence and academic success
of undergraduate students was conducted wax conducted in an organized and methodical
manner. Only information pertinent to the inquiry was consulted.
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2. Competence - professionalism, thoroughness, an ethical approach, attentiveness to the
stakeholders concerns and regard for the institution’s willingness to provide the necessary
information and resources were assured.
3. Integrity – honesty and transparency assured a positive and trusting relationship with the
stakeholders.
4. Respect for People - respect for the participants and their unique perspectives was valued.
The information provided was highly regarded as it represented the perspectives of the
experts. Consideration for the impact of culture in the work provided by the stakeholders
was of particular interest.
5. Common Good and Equity - in the interest of general and public welfare, the diversity of
student and university interests and values that were encountered throughout the
evaluation process were acknowledged. Findings from this evaluation may contribute to
the continued improvements of student success work at this and other institutions.
Qualitative Evaluation Inquiry
Goodyear, Barela, Jewiss, and Usinger (2014), state that through qualitative evaluation
inquiry the human aspect is valuable as it offers important insight into understanding the ‘hows’
and ‘whys.’ In addition, a qualitative inquiry approach affords the evaluator the opportunity to
address the evaluation questions through the collection of interview data, observations and
formal or informal interactions. It is the method used to construct the outcomes which contribute
meaningful information for inspiring change, confirming value, and informing theory (Goodyear,
Barela, Jewiss, and Usinger 2014).
Interviews and observations allow the evaluator to gain access to the participants’
perceptions, ideas and knowledge of the program or model being evaluated. This study was
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better suited for a qualitative evaluation inquiry approach as it allowed the evaluator to gain
insight into the actual perceptions and experiences of the stakeholders and students. The
approach allowed the evaluator, through an in-depth exploration, to better understand the
dynamics, challenges, and triumphs of the model, through the eyes of the stakeholders. Finally,
the qualitative approach successfully captured the spirit of a model that is constantly evolving.
Formative Evaluation
According to Rodriguez-Campos and Rincones-Gomez (2013), formative evaluation
allows the evaluator to observe the evaluand as it evolves and then provide recommendations
about ways that the program could be strengthened as it develops. Stettler, Legro, Wallace,
Bowman, Guihan, Hagedorn, Kimmel, Sharp, and Smith (2006) describe formative evaluation as
a process that allows the evaluator to observe the dynamics of a program while it is operating to
gain a better sense of its value to the organization. These authors further state that by observing
the internal operations of a program, the evaluator is better able to identify the program’s
challenges, strengths, and effectiveness.
The student success case management model continued to evolve for the duration of the
inquiry. The university is interested in continuous improvement to assure the most desirable
connection with students and to continue to improve student outcomes. The Office of Academic
Advocacy has undergone some restructuring throughout the process of this evaluation as they
seek to support the unique needs and situations of each student more effectively. Results from
this evaluation will inform the stakeholders of additional opportunities for improvement.
Understanding how best to address this university’s priorities is essential.
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Instruments
Two instruments were used for data collection during the evaluation. These were an
interview protocol (see Appendix B) and an observational checklist (see Appendix C). Both
evaluation instruments were reviewed with the primary stakeholder for feedback and to assure
full transparency.
The interview protocol was the impetus for semi-structured interviews. Three key
stakeholders responded to five pre-determined questions. Based upon their responses and
specific areas of expertise, additional questions were asked to aid in better understanding their
perceptions of how well the model worked.
The observation checklist was used for the observations of three academic advocate
appointments. The checklist identified student’s demographics, source of the referral, student’s
concern, case management strategies used, student’s demeanor and outcomes of the appointment
as items to be documented during the observation.
The logic model introduced in Chapter 1 provides a framework for defining how the
student success case management model works. The evaluation seeks to identify how effectively
the Model achieved its intended outcomes. The logic model presents a framework delineated by
the input, activities, outputs, and outcomes.
Procedures
Inquiry Method. Evaluation is an organized approach to inquiry designed and implemented
to determine the benefit of an evaluand while providing a basis for guiding the decision-making
process (Rodriguez-Campos, 2005). According to Rodriguez-Campos and Rincones-Gomez
(2013), collaboration allows two or more individuals to work together in partnership towards a
mutually agreed upon purpose. The benefits of such a relationship can be seen in a collaborative
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evaluation when the evaluator(s) and stakeholder(s) join resources, knowledge, and experiences.
This inquiry was conducted as a formative (internal) collaborative evaluation as the
student success case management model is dynamic in nature. The collaboration between the
primary stakeholder, the Director of Academic Advocacy, and the internal evaluator was central
to the evaluation process. The Interview Protocol was used to facilitate three semi-structured
interviews conducted face-to-face. The interviewees, key stakeholders, were selected due to
their historical perspectives and leadership in formalizing the Model. The information gathered
during the interviews was transcribed and analyzed for common thematic concepts that arose as
answers to the evaluation questions.
Observations were completed and documented on the Observation Checklist after
experiencing three academic advocate appointments with students. Observation data included
general student demographics, referral sources, student concerns, student engagement during the
appointment, and appointment outcomes. There was no identifying data as the sole purpose for
the observations was to better understand the model and its application.
The academic advocates participating in the observations were selected randomly based
upon appointment availability and willingness to participate. However, the inclusion criterion
for participating was that the advocates needed to have been in their positions for a minimum of
one (1) year. The identity of the advocates is not revealed as this information is not significant to
the purpose of the evaluation.
Throughout this collaborative evaluation, the evidence of progress and challenges while
implementing the student success case management model were inevitable. Rodriguez-Campos
and Rincones-Gomez (2013) note that formative evaluation is most useful when the evaluand is
in its developmental stages and eager to make decisions for improvements and strengthening.
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Informal observations of impromptu meetings and discussions, that would only be
available to an Internal evaluator, became invaluable. This formative evaluation is timely as the
Office of Academic Advocacy continues to seek ways to improve the model to assure that the
students needing the services are quickly and strategically identified and supported.
Understanding how best to address this university’s priority of improving academic outcomes for
all students is essential.
Table 3. Proposed Evaluation Study Timeline
ACTIVITY
Stakeholder Engagement
Designed and Reviewed Interview Protocol
with Stakeholder
Secured Informed Consent
Conducted Interviews
Designed and Reviewed Observation Checklist with
Stakeholder
Conducted Observations
Transcribed Data
Stakeholder Engagement
Data Analysis
Stakeholder Engagement
Finalize Evaluation

DATE(S)
March 2017
August 2017
September 2017
September – October 2017
October 2017
November 2017 – January 2018
February 2018
February 2018
March – August 2018
September 2018
September 2018 to present

Data Collection. The Context, Inputs, Processes, and Products (CIPP) Model (Stufflebeam
& Shinkfield, 2007) was used to guide this aspect of the inquiry. The CIPP model was created to
guide formative and summative evaluations of projects, programs, personnel, products,
institutions, and systems. The model is specifically designed for internal evaluations and allows
the evaluator to examine the program’s essential components through a specific set of inquiries.
Application of the model was instrumental in ensuring that the data acquired informed the
evaluation questions (Table 6), including recommendations for improvement. Outcomes from
the CIPP Model are addressed in detail in Chapter 5.
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Table 4. Application of the CIPP Model
Context

Input

Process

Product

What needs to be done?
-background
-goals
How should it be done?
-stakeholders
-plans
-strategies
Is it being done?
-actions
-Implementation
-feedback
Is it succeeding?
-outcome
-sustainability
-impact

What does the university want to accomplish?
Why/How was the Student success case management model chosen
to address these goals?
Who are the key players?
How was the Student success case management model
implemented?
How does the model work?
How are predictive analytics used in the Student success case
management model?
How do the stakeholders know that it works?
What are the strengths of the model?
What is the overall impact on student success?
How can the model be improved?
Is the model worth keeping?

Interviews and Observations. The primary strategy for collecting data was through semistructured interviews. The interviews were scheduled with the three pre-selected stakeholders,
all housed in the Office of Academic Advocacy. The three interviewees were instrumental in
conceptualizing and initiating the case management approach to working with students. They
offered both historical and practical perspectives, which were invaluable to this study. The
interviews were semi-structured; the stakeholders were encouraged to share their unique
experiences and perceptions of the university’s student success case management model.
Each stakeholder was interviewed separately, and each interview lasted no more than
ninety minutes. The interview protocol (Appendix B) provided the primary questions that were
consistently presented to each interviewee; however, the structure of the interview was
influenced by each stakeholder’s perspectives, primary responsibilities, and role in implementing
the Model. The university’s use of predictive analytics was explored to further strengthen my
understanding of how the data is used to interpret and predict student outcomes.
Observations of advocate-student interviews revealed information regarding the studentadvocate interaction, student’s engagement, student’s demeanor, and the academic advocate’s
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strategies for case management. Informal follow up conversations with the advocates provided
further clarification regarding their perceptions of the interaction with the student. The
information collected illustrated the model in action, students’ reactions, and any consistent or
unique concepts.
Informal conversations and observations of internal activities also provided meaningful
insight into the evolution of the student success case management model, including the
introduction of new resources, such as technology and staffing, to further support this work. The
various forms of inquiry were instrumental in clarifying how the student success case
management model works, the value of predictive analytics, the importance of the right
resources, and the necessary knowledge and skills of the advocates.
Data Analysis Procedures. A strategic analysis for common conceptual themes, guided by
a logic model (Figure 1), was the process for identifying major ideas that could be analyzed from
the answers to the evaluation questions. The interview and observation data were reviewed,
organized, and categorized to facilitate a complete understanding of any common and unique
concepts learned.
In addition to an auditory review of the recorded interviews, the recordings were
transcribed by an independent professional service to further assure accuracy in the translation of
information received. After an extensive review of the interview data, significant thematic
concepts were identified. By bracketing responses into categories aligned with the evaluation
questions, ideas about the perceived effectiveness, strengths, and opportunities for improvements
of the model began to surface.
Observation data further enhanced the evaluation by providing confirmation of
information collected through the interviews. As the observation checklist was developed after
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the interviews had been conducted, it provided a clearer understanding of the model and
highlighted areas that were most valuable to further understanding the student success case
management model.
A member check with the stakeholders to confirm the accuracy of the data, further
increased their confidence in the process. This also helped to assure authenticity of the outcomes
and minimize evaluator bias.
Conclusion
The goal of examining the university’s student success case management model was to
provide insightful information for the stakeholders. The findings were anticipated to inform the
stakeholders’ understanding of the effectiveness of their approach to addressing student retention
and academic success as. In addition, perceptions about the strengths and opportunities for
improvement of the model could guide any potential systematic changes.
The evaluation process proved to be both rewarding and daunting. Gaining insight into
how the student success case management model was developed became pivotal to the
framework of this study. The decision to pursue this work with qualitative lens, as a program
evaluation, proved essential to gaining a deeper understanding of the model, how the
stakeholders interacted with the model, the experiences of students who worked with the
advocates, and the overall impact.
By engaging the key stakeholder from the onset, a relationship of trust and confidence
was established. Including the stakeholders was productive, as they expressed great interest in
understanding the strengths of their work while also seeking opportunities for improvement.
Determining the most effective way to interpret and communicate the findings proved
challenging, particularly due to the dynamic nature of the model. Throughout the process,
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strategies and approaches were reviewed and adjusted, based on their learned experiences. As an
internal evaluator, I was in constantly aware of the changes which often influenced my
perspectives.
By aligning with the American Evaluation Association’s Guiding Principles and
Performance Standards, the integrity of this inquiry was maintained. The CITT Model guided a
relevant and purposeful inquiry to assure that the evaluation questions were addressed
satisfactorily. Throughout this process, I remained actively aware of any potential bias and
personal conflicts.
Chapter three described the model under study, the instruments used in the evaluation
process and the evaluation procedures. Chapter Four presents the results of this collaborative
evaluation.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS

Overview
This chapter provides the answers to the evaluation questions and the analysis of interview
and observation data. The data provides responses from individuals who have been fully
engaged with the student success case management model since its inception. The intent of this
evaluation was to learn if the stakeholders perceived that the model was effective. The results
of this collaborative evaluation were intended to inform the following questions:
1. How effective has the university’s student success case management model been in
improving the academic outcomes of students?
2. What are the strengths of the student success case management model?
3. How can the university’s student success case management model be improved?
The following sections provide information obtained from the interview responses and
observation data. Data will be aligned under the headings of effectiveness, strengths, and areas
for improvement. The data analysis will provide a further understanding of how the model is
perceived by the stakeholders.
Data Informed Practices
Stakeholders shared their perspectives during interviews and informal discussions of
how students in academic crisis need an additional level of care, and the Student success case
management model seems to facilitate a coordinated system of care. One stakeholder stated
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that “it just made sense.” The model guides when and how a student is supported; hence
assuring a timely and appropriate response. By applying risk stratification and prioritizing
needs, students are more likely to receive the assistance that best addresses their situation when
it is most meaningful.
Stakeholders indicated that unlike other contemporary student success models,
demographics do not serve as the primary target for identifying students. They believe that the
grouping of students often overlooks intragroup differences and leaves universities to assume
that every individual of a particular group should be treated the same. In contrast, students are
identified as individuals having unique experiences and needing their own unique types of
assistance.
Students encounter multiple challenges including those associated with physical and
mental wellness, family concerns, relationships, major alignment, life transitions, career
aspirations, work/life balance, and finances. No matter the concern, students are identified by
faculty or staff members or through the multiple internal data sources which track and collect
data on each student’s academic performance and attendance. The university has invested in
various technologies that are designed to demonstrate the university’s priorities by monitoring
and evaluating specific student performance indicators. One of the key technologies is known
as Civitas.
Civitas collects information about each student’s academic performance and attendance
throughout the semester. Information reports the student’s class activity, attendance, mid-term
grades, current GPA, history of course engagement, student persistence prediction rating and a
comparison of the student’s performance to others in their class. This information clarifies how
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students are performing compared to their classmates as well as any concerning academic
results. Civitas indictors also reflect a student’s potential to persist into the next semester.
During the interviews, stakeholders confirmed that, “if a student has a 75% or lower
persistence rate into the next semester, we really start to look at them and do some outreach to
see if there are some issues.” Even if students determine that they have no concerns that need
to be addressed, they have learned about an important resource and become aware that
“somebody is here....”
One stakeholder described how some students may be experiencing multiple challenges
that often lead to physical health or mental wellness concerns and further creates barriers to their
academic progress. “We work with students needing assistance. They become the at-risk group,”
according to one of the stakeholders. As a result of assessing and stratifying a student’s level of
risk, each student is referred to the appropriate campus partner for the necessary care. As each
student’s needs are addressed, she or he is better equipped to experience success academically
and elsewhere in life.
Use of Demographics
When discussing how minority students are identified for services, stakeholders
emphasized that they only look for students with evidence of academic, wellness and
performance conce4rens. Demographics have not been a factor is determining which student is
most need of services. One stakeholder suggested that targeting students based on
demographics could lead to negative stereotypical presumptions about a particular group.
Minority students, like other students, are supported once they have been identified through
referrals, predictive analytics and/or their academic performance. It is important to note that
predictive analytics may include data representing a student’s prior (high school) and current

57

risk factors. Ultimately, the stated goal is to use all the available information to identify any
student that is at risk for not persisting and to provide the appropriate assistance.
The university appears to understand that students of diverse backgrounds may experience
challenges that are unique to their life and cultural experiences. Culturally specific organizations
and the Office of Multicultural Affairs contribute greatly to the campus experiences of many
students from culturally diverse backgrounds. According to the model’s design, regardless of
their background, once students are identified as experiencing some level of risk and are facing
barriers that may impede their progress, the Office of Academic Advocacy provides culturally
sensitive resources and support which considers their well-being and desired outcomes.
Stakeholders believe that the work being done in case management has contributed not
only to improving outcomes for individual students but also to closing the racial gaps associated
with retention and graduation. According to one stakeholder, “we don’t want to make it look like
we are establishing a special program for you (minority student) because we assume that you’re
having trouble. This is an office that helps anybody who needs help, as a result, students may be
more open to asking for help, to getting help, to accepting the help and to working with us.” The
general philosophy is that when the right work is done, everyone benefits.
When further discussing the idea of focusing on students based on demographics,
stakeholders express that it may not matter. It was again emphasized that the support is
provided to those who need it. One stakeholder suggested that because services and attention
are tailored to the individual student, the advocate gets to know each student and tries to ensure
that unique preferences are considered and respected. It is important to note that stakeholders
are unable to quantify how much impact is made on diverse student populations as it is not
measured. While it is evident that all populations are being served by the advocates, further
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research to better understand to what extent the needs of diverse populations are met would be
beneficial.
According to the state’s Board of Governor’s annual report, it is evident is that since the
implementation of the student success case management model, the university has reported an
increase in retention and graduation rates. Furthermore, data has indicated that the percentage
of the graduation rates of Black women has exceeded those of White students. Also, according
to local and national reports, the racial gap has been eliminated at this institution with
impressive gains among Black and Hispanic students (University’s 2019 Annual Report).
Based upon the timing of the introduction of the student success case management model and
the demonstrated improvement in student services and outcomes, the university leadership has
summarized that case management has had great impact on these impressive gains.
Student Success
According to the university’s Student Affairs & Student Success website (2017), “The
University… has long been committed to student success. In November 2009, the university
launched the Student Success Task Force which developed a ten-year plan to radically
transform student success on our campus. At that time, our six-year graduation rate was only
48% and our four-year rate was about 24%. Today, thanks to the ambitious goals set by the task
force and the hard work of units across the university, our six-year graduation rate stands at
71% and the four-year rate is 60%. These are most impressive gains, but we want to do even
better!”
The goal of improving student success required the commitment of people and
resources. It also required that the university develop new and innovative approaches to
working with students. Gaining the trust and buy-in of all members of such a large campus
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community became a major undertaking throughout this process. The university’s decision to
strategically engage technology, which reports and tracks student progress, and a case
management model, which facilitates the care and support that students need from the various
care partners, has made the difference. While the Office of Academic Advocacy guides this
work, the team of care partners actively engage in providing the appropriate care for each
student.
According to one stakeholder, this work has challenged “us to consider what a healthy
campus looks like.” The university has committed to providing many innovative approaches
including wellness initiatives, key policy updates, and increased resources to support this
process. In a stakeholder’s words, “we wish to create transparency of educational opportunity.”
Data Analysis
Interview Data. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with three stakeholders who
were a part of the evolution of the student success case management model. These individuals
participated in candid and informative conversational style interviews. An appreciative inquiry
approach was used to help the stakeholders to feel affirmed and valued. The framework
through which the analysis was conducted resulted in a summarized chart of the interview
responses.
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Table 5. Stakeholder Responses to Interview Questions
1.

QUESTION
Why was the student
success case
management model
chosen to address
student outcomes?

RESPONSES
“…what this was modeled after is EAB had kind of looked at health
management and how we could potentially do that”
“…so, it made sense because what had happened before that was there
was this concept of students needing additional assistance when they
experienced over complicated challenges or barriers to their academic
progression persistence and graduation.”
“…when these complex factors kind of work together where it’s hard to
find our institutional solutions, where the students – we weren’t really
kind of servicing them to the best of our ability.”
“…the reality also was that there were lot of students who simply did not
have a place to go because of our normal structures. And so, they kind of
needed that additional level to go.”
“…we already knew that there was a need for that type of thing, and we
were doing it on a very small scale to kind of move that along.”
“…is that an issue that can be resolved in kind of normal processing or is
it kind of an exceptional circumstance that need to be taken into that kind
of case management approach…?”
“…better way. There’s got to be a better way than just responding, but to
identify and then bring forward those students that will need this
additional persistence.”
“We recognized the need that it takes more than one person to solve the
problem, most of the time.”
“Looking at how that all came together and the student that’s having an
issue in different areas that are affected by whatever issue they are
having, and how many areas could help. That is how we recognized that
a Case Management Plan would be the best way to help students.”
“…recognized for a long time. Or our key players at the university
recognized that it was needed for a long time. I don’t think they knew
what to call it or that kind of thing, but it was always recognized that
there was a need to provide that kind of help.”
.” I think it sort of evolved based on the work that we were doing. When
we first started out, we were just trying to figure out what populations we
were going to be looking at.”
“…so many really great initiatives had already been done.”
” It was really individual students. Working with individual students to
get to that 90%.”
“So, I don't think it was that we chose case management as much as it…
maybe it chose us.”
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Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 1. Why was the
student success case
management model chosen to
address student outcomes?

RESPONSES
“But knowing that we had to work with individual students and typically
those cases were not simple cases. It wasn’t a matter of one issue that we
could resolve easily. It was going to be something that required reaching
out to various groups.”
“It just became evident that case management was the way to go to
address those individuals for their needs.”
“If they’d all had the same issue, we could have done initiatives like
here’s what’s going to help this particular problem.”

2.

QUESTION
How has the student
success case
management model
been effective?

RESPONSES
“I think in some ways it has to be seen as an evolution, because you’re not
just changing – you’re not just adding people or a program that can easily
be evaluated for a single impact. But you’re really shifting the culture of
service when you do something like this.”
“I think in many ways we are both maintaining that kind of
responsiveness that I – although I like, I like that we can respond to a
student need and resolve that for them. But my ideal where I want to be
is that we would be able to identify a need and encourage students
towards alternative behaviors before they even need to have it untangled,
right.”
“…without the technology that allows us to actually track students’
progress and without the technology that provides us the insights to how
students are progressing, we have been able to at least identify some
concerns….”
“…we don’t have the tracking, but we do have the predictive analytics
which although not perfect, we have a few different models for
predicting student persistence….”
“…But we’re using our own understanding of what that looks like to
review student progress and that is the work of our advocates….”
“…So, if I talk about… is case management the right thing? I say yes.”
“Does that mean that when we get inappropriate referrals, I think it’s
failure? No, because I think we’re also resolving issues that that person
at that time when they refer, they don’t know where else to go. So,
therefore, we are serving that purpose.”
“…whatever this is that we do. I think that it’s effective because it’s trying
to change the culture and that’s what it feeds to do.”
“Even if it’s not happy news, at least it’s honest, straight forward news
delivered in a caring way. That’s definitely what our office and the Case
Management Model has allowed us to do in a much better way.”
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Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 2. How has the
student success case
management model been
effective?

RESPONSES
“I think as a case manager, your real strength is supporting the work of
others and getting the students to the resources that will best serve
them…not that we serve them the best, right. That is the way we serve
them the best is to get them to the resources, not to kind of say well we
can – we solve all problems. We don’t solve all problems. We just get
you to the right place.”
“What I see from how we handle things with the case management
format, is students feel like they’re cared about because they have an
advocate that responds to them. While the advocate may not be able to
solve all of their issues themselves, they know how to gather information
from other areas, and bring in other people that can help.”
“We give them the tools to move on.”
“…look at all kind of data on our students in different cohorts and other
things we may want to look at. How students are progressing in their
courses and are they struggling? Even though they may not be on
academic probation yet, have they not done consistently well in each
semester?”
“…a lot of times somebody may say, ‘can’t do that.’ How can we look at
this in a different way? So that maybe something can be done. Or how
can we explain this in a better way to a student?”
7“…something I can formalize and okay, now we got that, now how do
we make it a process? How do we make it that we can assess it and track
it? So that's been a huge benefit in implementing it.”
“So, the idea of case management was good in that okay, now we're
working with students individually, but then the formalization of it
allowed us to be more efficient in the care that we're providing students.”
“…whatever this is that we do. I think that it’s effective because it’s trying
to change the culture and that’s what it feeds to do.”

3.

QUESTION
What are the strengths
of the student success
case management
model?

RESPONSES
“…sure, there are services available, but there is a whole different thing
to think of services available versus identifying students for the type of
needs they have.”
“…as long as you have the right information out there and the right
services available, they will go, seek and get and take care.”
“…be just a matter of making sure that student is connected with that
service and that’s all they would need.”
“…we’ve done a good job of getting to the bottom level, the ones that were
going to achieve despite us. I mean just making sure that they have enough
information. I think we’re doing a much better job with that middle level.”
“…we help them transition to whatever they need to do next in the best
way possible.”
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Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 3: What are the
strengths of the student success
case management model?

RESPONSES
“…data isn’t a response to our service. It’s not kind of an outcome of
our service. Data is an input to our service, so that I think is different
from a lot of programs.”
“…if you’re going to do case management, the whole idea is to try to
find those that really need the assistance. So how well did we make use
of the data available to identify those students who would need the case
management? And we’re doing much better with that because of some
of these other predictable.”
“…we’re building – I think we’re – the fact that we can now go into a
system and kind of see if someone else put some notes about a student that
could help us to better serve that student is pretty big.”
“I think that just the nature of working with human beings means that you
do the absolute best you can to create healthy environments and, in our
case, healthy environments [mean]
that environment in which there is a transparency of education
opportunity….”
“…we don’t assume that we can create change that will help to control
the way students behave in an environment. But, instead, what we do is
we create an environment which is encouraging them to behave in the
ways that will help them to be successful.”
“…understood also that need to get to students at a personal level. There
are relationships that you need to develop and that very often, one answer
is not going to solve somebody’s problem.”
“…you don’t necessarily need to have to look at every single person.
There are lots and lots of students that can get through with very minimal
touches. Some of the minimal touches that we do, are like sending out
information to them about incomplete grades and when they need to have
their incomplete grades completed.”
“Then there are people who are struggling, and you see there are issues.
So, they would take more time and that was helpful.”
” To the students who seem to be struggling and then maybe spending a
great deal of time with those ones. For some, it’s helping them exit
gracefully or helping them to get to a place where they can finish.”
“With having an advocate there who can reach out to them when you see
things are not going well or when you get some flags. It’s really made a
difference for them because they struggle.”
“…predictive analytic model that gives us information about how
students are doing during the semester. As far as feedback on whether or
not they’re active in their classes, the canvas, when they have cuts, how
they do on their tests, it compares them with the others in their class.”

64

Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 3: What are the
strengths of the student success
case management model?

RESPONSES
“It really guides persistence into the next semester.”
“It feels good because you know you really made a difference. Then to
be able to see it in the retention numbers or the graduation numbers or
what others need.”
“…more people are on board with it and doing it. And so, the buy in
from that’s a huge strength in terms of collaboration and allowing us to
be able to coordinate the care that needs to happen for a student.”
“And then with that, so many people jumping into the system, into the
Archivum system now that’s making it just so much easier to track what
is happening with students. So, that's another big strength.”
“…it’s more of a coordinated help.”
“And I mean, everyone having sort of their own way of approaching their
cohorts. I’d like that. I think that is good, as long as the end result is the
same, I don’t care how you get there.”
” So now that we have a mechanism, they can put in what those
interventions have looked like or there are some issues and make referrals
and do what they do. So that’s exciting.”
“And now RAs do intentional conversations as part of residential
curriculum.”
“in terms of the actual case management it [predictive analytics] does give
us a little more insight into who should we target, the ones that try to hide.
We’re trying to find those that hide.”

4.

QUESTION
How can the student
success case
management model be
improved?

RESPONSES
“…when we talk about providing services for students across the board,
we need to also apply this to all students and that becomes a more
complex measurement, but that’s not to say that just because we can’t
measure it as easily and as readily that it’s not an important goal that we
should set for ourselves.”
“…the metrics have been driven by the FTIC students. But I don’t think
we have left the others out. It’s just been more of a challenge for us to
focus on them because of the other pressing needs. So that’s a big piece
of where I’d like to kind of see improvement.”
“…these student success initiatives would have great insight to the way
all of our programs, services, policies, processes… how that all kind of
fits together and will be changing some things.”
“I couldn’t find any kind of direct impact or anything like that. But
indirectly, if you’d think about the relationships that we have built across
campus with all the other student support services….”
“…so preventative is interesting, because I think some of the stuff that
we do…what does a healthy campus look like?”
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Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 4: How can the
student success case
management model be
improved?

RESPONSES
“We’re at an early stage of it. We know what it should look like and that
culture shift hasn’t quite occurred. So, we’re still kind of reacting and
responding to need. We’re trying to get ahead with some of the predictive
stuff, but we haven’t really figured out with the whole community how
that really looks.”
“Again, if I knew it was working perfectly, I would never get an
inappropriate referral, right, because that way we had communicated it
broadly and widely to make sure that everyone understood what it is that
we’re trying to achieve and what an appropriate referral is.”
“…the assessment of our case management, I would look at how well we
integrate data, how well we use the technologies and the data to kind of
support that and then how well we support the work of others.”
“…we need to do a lot more than we are doing for transfer students.”
“We need a lot more advocates to be able to deal with assisting our transfer
students.”
“Barring whatever, but we need some specialist that can really do that at
11th hour, here’s the degree for you. I think there’s a lot more need for that
than we even realized at this point.”
“: I think we are just working out the kinks.”
“So that just takes some trial and error and some working through.”
“I think as long as we are managing the workload, as long as we are able
to…I don’t know if it matters which way we do it.”
“I think at some point in terms of accountability we’ll probably have to
formalize some sort of reporting structure. My hope is that Archivum will
take care of that for us.”
“We got a little more consistency in the first year, which is summer and
fall because they have to work so closely together, and that group ends
up transitioning to somebody else. So there needs to be some
coordination there…”

5.

QUESTION
Perceptions of Impact
on reducing the gap
and serving minority
students.

RESPONSES
“…we would say things like it doesn’t matter, they are students, so we
want to help them…”
“…you are a student here at our institution and we want you to be
successful. So other people can focus on those kinds of things and like
oh, we want to focus on this population or focus on that population….”
“…we wouldn’t want to assume that because you belong to an ethnic
minority group or other special population that you necessarily would need
case management.”.”
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Table 5 (Continued)
QUESTION
Question 5. Perceptions of
Impact on reducing the gap and
serving minority students.

RESPONSES
“…we know that there are some groups that we probably were giving
more service too, because these were underserved populations already.”
“If the student needs help it doesn’t matter. What’s interesting though is,
a lot of times those students that we find through other areas, through
Civitas and some of our other web reports that we use to narrow down and
focus on students., those are the students that we find that are struggling.
The good thing is they have come to the top and we get help for them and
then they can move on and complete their degree.”
“While I think there was not a focus as far as an advocacy and the Case
Management Model to focus on socioeconomics, race, gender, any of
those kinds of things, everybody at the university they admit is capable
of completing a degree.”
“I think what advocacy does and the Case Management Model is, is a big
part of closing those gaps. We’re not so focused on that, that we exclude
anybody. If you float to the top because you’ve got an issue regardless
of what category you may fall in, we’re going to do everything we can to
solve the issue.”
“I think when you help the people that need it, as far as the playing field,
as far as their educational capability, they’re all capable.”
“…It’s done that because we’re doing the right work. When you do the
right work, everybody benefits.”
“I feel like we had impacts, but we also don’t…you know it's like
anything, you can’t exactly say the cause of, but I would like to believe
but I just don’t have imputable evidence to tell me otherwise”

Interview Analysis. Interview responses to question, “Why the student success case
management model was chosen to address students’ academic concerns…”
Summary: Although the participants gave a variety of answers to this question, they all
seemed to address: (a) the evolutionary or developmental aspects of the procession (successive
approximation) as well as (b) the issue of the professional identification and categorization of the
methods and procedures they employed (formalization). As participants noted:
“I don’t think that we sat and looked at a list of options and said, ‘This is the one
that we are going to do.’ I think it sort of evolved based on the work that we were
doing” (Interviewee B).
“I would say we really modeled it after EABs, the health management concept,
but, in a way, we already knew that there was a need for that type of thing, and we
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were doing it on a very small scale to kind of move that along…so, essentially, it
gave a name to the efforts we were trying to work on” (Interviewee T).
“Looking at how that all came together and the student that’s having an issue in
different areas that are affected by whatever issue they are having, and how many
areas could help. That is how we recognized that a case management plan would
be the best way to help students” (Interviewee W).
“So, the kind of case management notion was there all the while, but in a way in
which we were going to play it, right, because we were very specifically about
academic barriers to progression persistence in graduation” (Interviewee T).
Interview responses to question, “How the student success case management model
has been effective…”
Summary: When I asked this question during the interviews, my assumption was that the
participants would limit their responses regarding effectiveness to academic gains and other
benefits to students. In addition to doing this, however, they also spoke about how the model had
influenced them and the university. For students, it provided highly quality coordinated care. For
them, it provided increased collegiality and cooperation from other university departments and
for the university, it provided a shift in the “culture of care” students were offered and received.
Participants noted:
“On the student side, it does allow us to hone-in on those individual student cases
and to coordinate the care that is needed between departments” (Interviewee B).
“Even if it’s not happy news, at least its honest, straight forward news delivered in
a caring way. That’s definitely what our office and the Case Management Model
has allowed us to do i a much better way, than trying to find students all over the
place” (Interviewee W).
“I think it's allowed us to formalize what it is. We didn't really know what it was
when we were first doing it, and once we figured out, oh, that it’s really case
management, oh, well, I can put a structure, I can put thoughts around that, that’s
something I can formalize” (Interviewee B).
“I think in some ways it has to be seen as an evolution, because you’re not just
hanging – you’re not just adding people or a program that can easily be evaluated
for a single impact. But you’re really shifting the culture of service when you do
something like this” (Interviewee T).
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Interview responses to question, “Strengths of the student success case management
model…”
Summary: The participants responses to this question centered on two interrelated topics:
coordinated care and individualized attention to students. Participants responses indicated the
centrality of coordination of services to the overall effectiveness of the model as well as the
model’s ability to be flexible enough to accommodate most student needs. Participants noted:
“I think going back to some of the strengths is the coordinated care, and the fact
that it’s not just us going, ‘Hey, we are doing case managements.’ But the
understanding from the university now that they are all part of case management”
(Interviewee B).
“Now more people are on board with it and doing it. And so, the buy in from
that’s a huge strength in terms of collaboration and allowing us to be able to
coordinate the care that needs to happen for a student. So, that buy in from all the
departments” (Interviewee B).
“To be able to say, I don’t know what’s going on with your Financial Aide
situation, but I’m going to email this person and they’re going to tell me what you
need to do and then we’re going to sit down and talk about it, so that you
understand what you need to do…I think the strengths are, you don’t necessarily
need to have to look at every single person. There are lots and lots of students that
can get through with very minimal touches” (Interviewee W).
“I don’t think there’s any where that does those kinds of things that we do for
students and trying to get them to a point, where yeah, they can go on and be
successful and put whatever issue that happened, maybe behind them. Or help
them deal with it better in the future” (Interviewee T).
Interview responses to question, “How the student success case management model
can be improved…”
Summary: The responses to this question were somewhat different than the others
because, although all the participants did respond to the question, one participant did not answer
the question. The information this participant initially provided seemed to suggest that the
participant had concerns regarding how new advocates were misunderstanding their role in
contacting students. However, when I asked the participant whether the participant thought that
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some form of training or orientation would be useful, the participant again failed to give a direct
answer at first but finally did say:
“So, I think if we bring somebody on board we train on some general standards, the
process. So, shadow a couple of people, see what you like, bring in your own flair and
you are good.”
I was not able to determine the reason for the participant’s approach relative to this question.
The responses from the other two participants focused on student services: (a) the need
for more inclusive success metrics, (b) more attention to transfer students and (c) possibly
expanding the scope of the program and the role of the advocates, though this final topic was not
clearly stated.
With respect to students, the participants noted the following:
“Student success metrics are very focused on your FTIC student, your
First Time in College student…but [that] is not by any stretch of the
imagination the only type of student that we have here at this institution.
And so, I think that when we talk about providing services for students
across the board, we need to also apply this to all students and that
becomes a more complex measurement, but that’s not to say that just
because we can’t measure it as easily and as readily that it’s not an
important goal that we should set for ourselves” (Interviewee T).
“I think we need to do a lot more than we are doing for transfer students…
They’ve been a college student, so they already think they know. But they
don’t know anything about navigating USF and they get frustrated because
it’s not like their old school… We need a lot more advocates to be able to
deal with assisting our transfer students” (Interviewee B).
With respect to the program scope, participants indicated:
“Other areas that I’d like to see improvement is just more having the scope
to pull all sorts of things together…If we were really doing case
management, in some ways the people who were case managers for these
students’ success initiatives would have great insight to the way all of our
programs, services, policies, processes…how that all kind of fits together
and will be changing some things, so that we will talk about idealistic. I
mean I wanted to emphasize how idealistic that really is” (Interviewee T).
“So, I think that that’s the other piece that a lot – when you look at kind of
how – the assessment of our case management, I would look at how well
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we integrate data, how well we use the technologies and the data to kind
of support that and then how well we support the work of others”
(Interviewee T).
“I often wish we had more bodies, so that we could help more. you know?
Because [laughter] we’re tired sometimes because of the demand. We
often-times can get spread a little thin. It can get really tight at times. So,
I do wish that we had more” (Interviewee W).
“We need some specialist that can really do that at 11th hour, here’s the
degree for you. I think there’s a lot more need for that than we even
realized at this point… Having more people who can specialize in
different areas, to be able to be a focus, to have one transfer advocate - it’s
good because it’s one more than we used to have” (Interviewee W).
Interview responses to question, “Perceptions of the impact of the student success case
management on reducing the gap…”
Summary: All the participants indicated that they believed that the model may have, in
some way, contributed to closing the gap, but all of them also said that they had no direct evidence
of the impact of the model. They also indicated that they had never intentionally targeted any
particular group of students for services, so they could not answer that question for any group
including just male students. Finally, they emphasized that their mission was to serve any student
who needed services, and they did not intend to change that direction.
Some of their representative responses are the following:
“We, I, in all the data research that I have always done I never particularly
looked-for Males…I think what advocacy does and the Case Management
Model is, is a big part of closing those gaps. We’re not so focused on that,
that we exclude anybody. If you float to the top because you’ve got an
issue regardless of what category you may fall in, we’re going to do
everything we can to solve the issue” (Interviewee W).
“I believe that it had to have some impact, if not – again and I wouldn’t – I
couldn’t find any kind of direct impact or anything like that. But indirectly,
if you’d think about the relationships that we have built across campus with
all the other student support services that are out there from again academic
affairs, student affairs, all of the other places that now when they have the
students in front of them, they know they have experts that are willing to
get involved at the level that we’re willing to get involved with these
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situations. That really changes this because that wasn’t the case before”
(Interviewee T).
“Oh, yeah. It always hard to say. I feel like we had impacts, but we also
don’t…you know t's like anything, you can’t exactly say the cause of, but I
would like to believe but I just don’t have imputable evidence to tell me
otherwise. (Michelle) So, I would like to think that we were, that we had an
impact there in terms of identifying students earlier and getting them the
assistance, they need earlier. But I couldn’t tell you that for sure without
actually tracking from this student stay because of what CLA did. It’s
always hard to assess that” (Interviewee B).
Interview responses to question, “How predictive analytics used in this model for
students…”
Summary: Participants indicated that they use data in several ways but primarily to (a)
identify students who need services, (b) determine the type of services these students need, and
(c) to prepare for interviews with these students regarding their academic performance.
Representative participant responses are as follows:
“For me, it’s a tool that helps me when I’m trying to figure out what’s
going on with this student. To see what I can do to help or who I should
contact for help. We have Civitas and our predictive analytic model that
gives us information about how students are doing during the semester….
It can help guide you when you’re having a conversation with them… It’s
one of those things that helps you narrow down whether it’s students who
are the majority and don’t really need anything, or those that work like
they might need a little bit, or those ones that are really… You can tell”
(Interviewee W).
“Data isn’t a response to our service. It’s not kind of an outcome of our
service. Data is an input to our service, so that I think is different from a
lot of programs. And in terms of me assessing that, it helps, because I go
well, did we make use that if I were going to assist us, I will say how well
did we make sure of the ability to – because if you’re going to do case
management, the whole idea is to try to find those that really need the
assistance. So how well did we make use of the data available to identify
those students who would need the case management? And we’re doing
much better with that because of some of these other predictabilities”
(Interviewee T).
“So, I mean, in terms of the actual case management, it does give us a
little more insight into who should we target, the ones that try to hide.
We’re trying to find those that hide. But to see what they’re actually doing
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now in terms of their coursework, how they are performing, how they are
attending, and how that interacts with all these other factors to keep them
on this list. They are telling us students who would otherwise hide. We’d
have no other way of knowing how they were doing. And that allows us
to start building a case for each student, to find them and to address what’s
happening early rather than wait until midterm grades which is way too
late or final grades which is like…” [overlapping conversation]
[00:31:15] (Interviewee B).

Through an analysis of key concepts, data are summarized and organized in a manner
that may provide clarity or a reasonable explanation for the outcome. The interview transcripts
were reviewed repetitively for similarities and contradictions. The ideas aligned with each
evaluation question were realized through this process.
Summary of Findings
Effectiveness. In determining the effectiveness of the Student success case management
model. It was noted that the model is guided through a systematic and strategic process. The
steps for identifying students, determining their level of urgency, and reaching out to each
student to provide the appropriate level of support are well defined.
As the academic advocates seek to effectively provide case management support, they
must learn the following about each student: who they are, their goals and aspirations, their
unique needs, how would they like to be supported, how can they be best supported, which
campus care partner will be most helpful to the student, and how best to determine that the
support met the student’s needs. By asking such questions and probing through the students’
academic records, the Advocates believe that they are better able to understand and address the
student’s concerns.
The Stakeholders believe that the advocates’ abilities to facilitate difficult conversations
with the students is paramount to establishing meaningful relationships. They shared that these
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consequential conversations often shed light on the ‘root cause’ of the student’s situation hence
providing a better opportunity for the most appropriate support. The academic advocates
operate as researchers, liaisons, facilitators, problem solvers, coordinators, and case managers
on behalf of students which they believe better equips them to identify and respond to critical
moments in the students’ lives.
Stakeholders believe that to assure the effective application of the Student success case
management model, coordination, and oversight on behalf of the student is required. The
stakeholder is then better equipped to determine urgency (stratify risk) and develop an
appropriate action plan with the student more accurately. The urgency is determined by
ranking the student’s situation as high, moderate or low risk (Table 1) which helps to determine
the most appropriate, timely and coordinated care. Advocates are trained to understand how the
available data, academic performance, and the student’s personal account of their own situation
may be used to inform the most impactful way to respond. Advocates identify the cause, assess
the situation, refer the student to the appropriate campus partner(s) and follow up until the best
outcome has been accomplished. The key is their understanding that a student’s situation must
be seen from different perspectives to identify realistic options that could lead to desirable
outcomes. The stakeholders believe that the Student success case management model has
begun to remove some institutional barriers that prevents a student from achieving their
academic goals. They view case management as being effectively implemented when care is
orchestrated and coordinated on behalf of students.
The University leadership’s commitment to learn “How do we expand our work?”
inspired the process of examining the services currently being provided to students and
determining what should be done differently to produce improved outcomes. According t0 the
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stakeholders, they began by trying to learn about the students, understanding what they needed,
and finding ways to help them access the appropriate solutions. They expressed that the work
being done appeared to be making a difference for students if they received some type of
intervention. It was noted that if a student’s issues are addressed appropriately and in a timely
manner, the student appears more likely to complete college.
The reported improvements and benchmarks of the university’s retention and graduation
outcomes suggest that the Student success case management model may be having a positive
impact. Working with individual students that need help, when they need help, appears to have
made the difference. The stakeholders emphasized that they were applying the principles of
case management prior to identifying it as such. The Progression Committee adopted (from the
EAB) and named a framework that seemed to work…the Student success case management
model.
It is perceived that the student success case management model allows Advocates to
focus on the individual student and effectively coordinate their care. The stakeholders view
case management as being effectively implemented when care is orchestrated and coordinated
to address the student’s situation.
One stakeholder suggested that, “in an assessment of our case management process, I
would look at how well we integrate data, how well we use the technologies and data to kind of
support that, and then how well we support the work of others.” Initially, the Advocates were
going through the daunting task of manually finding students and collaborating with care
partners. It became evident that to serve students more effectively, they would need to engage
advanced technology that would support, inform, and document this work. At the time the
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university invested in two technologies which have contributed to moving the work of case
management even further: Civitas and Archivum Insights.
Civitas informs the university’s predictive analytics model. It reports the following
information about students: (1) active/inactive participation in classes; (2) current grades; (3)
outcomes on tests; (4) assignments; and (5) comparison with others in the class. Information
provided by Civitas helps guide the conversations that are held with each student as well as
helps to determine what a student may need. Civitas also predicts a student’s persistence for
remaining on their academic path and is reflected through the student’s performance data and
continued enrollment. A stakeholder provided the example that if a student has a 75% or lower
persistence rate, “we really start to look at them and do some outreach to see if there are some
issues.”
Archivum Insights allows for well-managed, effective, documented and coordinated
care. The Archivum system allows care partners to inform the appropriate individuals about: (1)
students who are identified (through referrals or performance data) as at-risk of not persisting
academically; (2) other care partners or university personnel that may be involved with the
student; and (3) how the student is being helped and what additional services might be needed
(case management). Archivum Insights assures efficient tracking of what is happening with the
student. Campus personnel refer students, Academic Advocates open and manage cases. When
managing cases, Advocates may intervene on a student’s behalf, connect them with the most
appropriate resource, identify and eliminate barriers to their academic PROGRESS nd provide
on-going support as needed. The Advocate Assures that the student’s situation is addressed
with the most appropriate solution. The various interactions on behalf of the student are
documented in this shared space. The Archivum Insights technology provides a centralized
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place to document the challenges of the student and communicate the services provided on the
student’s behalf.
According to one stakeholder, students have expressed that they “feel like they’re cared
about because they have an Advocate that responds to them.” The students perceive the
Academic Advocate as someone who “can give them something…some sort of strategy and the
tools to move forward.” The stakeholders shared that very often, once that relationship is
developed and the student recognizes that the Advocate is there to assist them, the student is
often more willing to share things that they may not typically disclose. While observing
student appointments, it was noted that many of the stories shared by students often revealed
the root cause of their challenges and paved the way for more appropriate and effective care.
The persistence committee applaud the case management approach implemented by the
stakeholders and recognized that their practices were aligned with the philosophical framework
of EAB’s Health Management model. This model strives to improve a patient’s outcome
through preventative and early intervention services by triaging and treating symptoms
according to their urgency.
By adopting the Student success case management model, meaningful relationships
have been established and strengthened across the university’s campus. Offices in academic
affairs, student success and student affairs are now more confident that when they identify a
student that is struggling, they know they have experts that are willing to get involved to
address the student’s issue and get them back on track. Interviews with the stakeholders
confirmed that the Student success case management model allows for high touch and
intentional care for students when they most need it.

As with the health management model,

the Student success case management model assesses the level of potential risk and provides
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differentiated care, as appropriate. This model assures that the students most in need of
assistance are offered the necessary support and resources when they most need it. Overall, the
university has experienced an impressive improvement in graduation rates, retention and other
key student outcomes including a decrease in the gap between minorities (Black and Hispanic
students) and White students. Understanding to what extent this model has been instrumental
in these outcomes and how it may be further impactful has been the impetus of this evaluation.
Strengths. The university’s efforts to involve various offices from across the campus that
provide services which could directly impact student success contribute to the strength of the
model. The model’s success greatly relies on the expertise and collaboration of multiple
campus partners including Academic Advocacy, Academic Advising, Counseling Center,
Career Services, Financial Aid, Enrollment Management, and the Office of Decision Support.
The buy-in of many campus partners has assured an impressive impact on the successful
collaboration and coordination on behalf of students. By approaching this work through a case
management lens, the stakeholders report that the culture of services and campus climate have
shifted at the university.
Academic Advocates assure that they are responsive to students’ situations in a timely
manner. Case management drives the process for predicting, identifying, and addressing
barriers that hinder the student’s academic performance and outcomes. Students who are
identified as actively experiencing challenges (academic performance, attendance, personal
concerns, etc.) are referred to the Academic Advocates (case managers) for the appropriate
solutions and resources. The case management model provides a framework (risk assessment
and stratification of appropriate services) that when applied helps to mitigate barriers that might
be imposing on the student.
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A stakeholder indicated that a strength “in the way we work is that you don’t
necessarily need to look at every single person. There are lots and lots of students that can get
through with very minimal touches. We’ve developed policies that don’t let them linger and
destroy their GPA.” While any student who appears on their radar receives assistance, the
Advocates primarily focus on the student who (due to multiple factors including predictive
analytics, current performance, personal challenges, wellness, family crises, financial burdens,
food insecurity, homelessness, etc.) is not likely to progress academically without some
intrusive intervention.
One stakeholder asserted that another strength of the case management model is how
each Academic Advocate has developed their own approach in working with their assigned
cohorts. “I think that is good, as long as the result is the same. Got to do what works for you.”
The model allows for the different work styles and strengths of each Advocate, just as it does
for each student being served.
Stakeholders note that Academic Advocacy is not a replacement for Academic
Advising, or any other service offered at the university. “It works together definitely, but we
do a different thing.” Advocacy provides the time and attention to those students who are
dealing with very intricate and complex concerns and need a more intense level of care and
support. As Advocates could focus solely on the student and meet them where they are, this
has really changed the way that students are served. The office has created a climate that places
the student’s well-being as a priority.
According to one stakeholder, Academic Advocates often guide and help students get
through that next stage of their academic experience by providing “honest and straight forward
news in a caring way.” Very often, a student’s path may need to be redirected. The Advocates
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work to help the student “identify alternate options.” Stakeholders emphasized that Advocates
are not the ultimate problem solvers; however, they get the student to the right people while
advocating on their behalf. They strive to identify the student in a timely manner and provide
the services that will best assist that student. Through this model, the university is creating
positive change on the campus and for students.
The campus climate is transitioning to being more about collaborating on behalf of each
student. The hope is that they are creating an environment that allows students to experience
healthier and more productive behaviors in ways that will help them to experience positive
academic outcomes.
Areas for Improvement. Stakeholders admit that while many initiatives have been
implemented to help students address their challenges and improve their academic outcomes,
even more can be done. For example, stakeholders shared that some institutional barriers
continue to complicate the process for serving students and providing solutions. Further, as
opportunities for continued improvement are explored, the university seeks to strengthen the
availability of pertinent resources and appropriately competent personnel.
One stakeholder noted that the university could benefit from a fresh look at how their
systems, policies and practices align with the many unique student populations. For example,
as most systems have been designed with first-time in college students (FTIC) as the priority,
the need to assure that the nuances of all student populations, including transfer students, are
fully considered is necessary. While the focus on FTICs has allowed the university to boast
significant gains in retention and graduation rates and earn the status of pre-eminence, it has
also revealed opportunities for improvement.
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Some students, during their Advocacy appointments, expressed frustration with the
level of care that they often receive from some offices on campus. Some of these students
share that they become more aligned with offices, such as Academic Advocacy, where they
“feel most heard or understood.” To better assure that the case management process is fully
effective, getting all campus partners to operate from the same paradigm is critical.
Donning the ‘one size fits all’ and the ‘there is only one way to fix each situation’
mentality is imperative. Implementing care and support that goes beyond the prescriptive
approach of helping students, is a challenge that must permeate throughout the university. The
university should continue to find ways to strengthen its culture of shared ideals and practices
to promote consistent and effective care for students.
Some campus partners, in their efforts to contribute to the expectation of improving
student success, have often created initiatives in isolation and not well coordinated with other
offices. This has at times created overlap or conflicting efforts which is then even more
problematic for the student. Managing the autonomous culture of a highly innovative and
impactful institution while maintaining a sense of community and collaboration has proven
challenging.
Stakeholders believe that to assure a greater impact on student outcomes, additional
resources, more informed policies, better integrated database, and reporting systems. The time
spent researching a student’s academic experiences in multiple systems has been daunting and
time consuming. The university has made some valuable investments in technologies designed
to improve data collection, reporting, predicting outcomes and coordinating care. However, as
the work advances, the need for more fluidity among systems is evident. In addition,
committing dedicated IT support for these ever-evolving systems, while challenging, is critical.

81

It is likely that the implementation of the Student success case management model and
the addition of the Office of Academic Advocacy have had the greatest impact on student
outcomes. The timing of key changes and improvements suggest that the impressive gains
touted by the university are more than a coincidence. According to stakeholders, there was an
intentional focus made to improve the success of students. Nevertheless, the evidence of such
impact is primarily anecdotal. Finding ways to demonstrate this impact empirically could be
beneficial to assure that the university makes important decisions about further investing in the
case management process and the staffing necessary to support it.
A complete analysis of how the Advocates are conducting their daily activities could
contribute to increasing work efficiencies and reveal the potential need for additional resources.
A stakeholder noted that as long as the workload is being maintained and the Advocates are
able to get things done, “I don’t know if it matters which way we do it. I think at some point in
terms of accountability, we will probably have to formalize some sort of reporting structure.
My hope is that Archivum will take care of that for us.” While the Archivum platform
documents many of the case management activities (referrals, outreach, meeting/contact notes),
there are numerous tasks performed by Advocates on a daily that are not accounted anywhere.
While the research, data review, campus partner conversations, and consultations are essential,
that can be exhausting and overwhelming. While the Advocates have created their own self
care committee internally, having a formalized plan for self-care that all can benefit from would
be valuable.
One stakeholder, when asked how students might be better served, stated “we make a
commitment to them when we admit them. We make a commitment to graduate them if we
can. We need more people who can specialize in different areas.” Having the right
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individuals in place with the ability to effectively provide coordinated and wholistic care for
the unique student populations and needs has become more evident.
Another stakeholder noted that “We are just working out the kinks.” This institution has
experienced tremendous growth within a rather short timeframe making it challenging to ‘fix’
things along the way. A more extensive evaluation and reflection may be appropriate at this
time. It may be time to consider expanding the way that student success is viewed and to assure
that this perspective is shared by all.
Conclusion
By applying the constructs of the Student success case management model, the
advocates appear to have made an impressive impact on student success; however, according to
a stakeholder, “we are unable to evaluate a single impact…multiple variables are involved. It
means more that we have served our community well in terms of taking some of those student
issues and deciphering it for the care partners” which ultimately helps the student. “I think that
it’s effective because it’s trying to change the culture.” The opportunity to interpret outcomes
anecdotally and through data will provide greater insight into how our programs, services,
policies, and processes impact student success.
Also, the “culture shift” has not come easily. Coordinating efforts and encouraging
buy-in among partners remains a work in progress. In describing the collaboration efforts
among offices, one stakeholder stated that they are “still working on some specific ones, but for
the majority of it... for our bigger stakeholders, they are getting it and they are on board with
it.” An additional challenge for the campus partners is the willingness to examine and possibly
modify policies based upon the following questions:
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1. Why do we have the policy?
2. How is the policy helpful to students?
3. How does the policy create barriers for our students?
4. How does the policy help to improve or impede student success?
Addressing the above concerns, along with the commitment to build upon the strengths of the
model. will further demonstrate the institution’s desire to assure that students have come to the
right place to confidently pursue their academic goals in a nurturing and supportive environment.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overview
This inquiry was originally inspired by the nationally reported concern of low graduation
rates for Black students at universities and colleges throughout the United States. During the
early stages of research, it was quickly determined that the world of higher education is not only
challenged to improve the graduation rates of minority students but that the overall graduation
rates are less than desirable.
The university selected for this study, is recognized for demonstrating an impressive
improvement in graduation rates of all students. In addition, the institution is recognized for
closing the graduation gap between Black, Hispanic, and White students. In a report titled A
Look at Black Student Success: Identifying Top – and Bottom – Performing Institutions (Nichols
& Evans-Bell, 2017), the University was “recognized as a top-performing university — number
one in its state and sixth in the nation — for eliminating the completion gap between Black and
White students.”
Further examination revealed that through a strategically designed campus-wide
initiative, the university identified and implemented a student success case management model,
inspired by the Population Health Management Model (EAB 2016). The university believes that
approaching student success by applying this model and leveraging improved campus
partnerships, has resulted in a positive impact on student outcomes and graduation rates. The
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results have been encouraging for a university whose primary focus has been to discover new
and sustainable approaches for increasing student success as well as eliminating racial
achievement gaps.
Evaluation Summary
The evaluation of the student success case management model was guided by the
following questions:
(1) How effective has the university’s student success case management model been with
improving the academic outcomes of students?
(2) What are the strengths of the student success case management model?
(3) How can the university’s student success case management model be improved?
During the semi-structured interview process, various follow-up questions were used to ensure
that the responses were well informed and clearly articulated. This information also helped to
generate the findings that were reported in Chapter Four. The final set of questions used in this
inquiry are those that are found in the Contest, Inputs, Process and Products (CIPP) Model
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007) (see Table 6).
The questions that are integral to the CIPP Model were selected as the framework for the
discussion related to the results of this inquiry. The CIPP model guides formative and summative
evaluations of projects, programs, personnel, products, institutions, and systems. The model is
specifically designed for internal evaluations as it assures transparency and authenticity. While
the conceptual design of a collaborative evaluation was essential to the approach, the CIPP
questions framed the examination of the student success case management model’s Context,
Inputs, Processes, and Products (CIPP). As an internal evaluator, I found it challenging to avoid
distractions; however, the CIPP helped maintain focus and purpose.
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The following section synthesizes the findings of this inquiry and the focus of this
collaborative evaluation through 11 questions that are integral to the CIPP model. The section
will begin with a discussion of the first question under the heading of “Context” and commences
with the 11th question under the heading ‘Product’.
Context. 1.What does the university want to accomplish?
When the work of improving student outcomes began, the primary focus was on
improving the retention and graduation outcomes of first time in college (FTIC) students. Not
only would these improved outcomes benefit the students, but they would also ensure that the
institution achieves the metrics established by the state. In addition, such accomplishments
secure the designation of a pre-eminent university and subsequently membership into the
Association of American Universities (AAU). Both prestigious memberships suggest that the
recognized institutions are the best at what they do in the world of higher education.
As the university has improved the outcomes of FTIC students, they have noted gains in
other student populations. Most significantly, the graduation gap between White, Black, and
Hispanic students has closed. Recently, US News and World Report’s 2020 annual rankings
identified the institution as one of the fastest improving universities in the nation. The focus
and urgency for reconstructing systems and processes have allowed the university to boast
significant gains in retention and graduation rates and has resulted in the status of preeminence, among other notable recognitions. Despite the celebrated gains, the university
leadership recognizes that there is more work to be done to improve the academic experiences
of all students.
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2.Why was the student success case management model chosen to address these goals?
During the Spring of 2014, two university staff members (the initial advocates), in the
Office of Undergraduate Studies, engaged conversations about ways to improve student
retention and graduation outcomes in response to the recommendations of a campus-wide
persistence task force. These advocates explored concepts such as intentional strategies for
increasing student retention, improving graduation rates, and decreasing the gaps between the
various demographic groups.
A third advocate soon joined the team charged with improving the academic outcomes
of FTIC students. They sought ways to: (1) identify those students who were not successfully
progressing; (2) identify the barriers that were impeding the student’s ability to progress; and
(3) find solutions and resources to support the student. At the time, these individuals did not
know how this new approach would be identified; however, they knew that it needed to
consider each student in his/her unique situation.
They all agreed that the most prevalent questions that should be considered as they
sought to identify an effective approach to student success included:
(1) How do we improve our graduation rates?
(2) How do we improve our retention rates?
(3) What can we find out about our students?
(4) What do we need to know?
(5) What do we do with the information that we learn?
They realized that the approach had to acknowledge the importance of helping each
student. The staff concluded that it would require additional resources and innovation to
improve outcomes and meet the needs of such a large student population. These ‘pioneers’ soon
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realized that their work of collaborating with campus partners, coordinating services and
resources, and following up on a student’s behalf was aligned with the concepts of case
management, as per the health care field.
Derived from the Population Health Management Model of the Education Advisory
Board (2016), the university officially identified their approach as student success case
management. This model provides a strategic approach to address student persistence and
graduation outcomes. The noted gains, resulting from the key stakeholders’ initial efforts,
became the impetus for funding the Office of Academic Advocacy. The university’s leadership
committed to taking on this fresh approach by increasing staff and resources, and the institution’s
capacity for serving students has greatly expanded.
Input. 3.Who are the key players?
The Office of Academic Advocacy (OAA) was established due to the university’s efforts
to improve its first-year retention and graduation outcomes. The office was initially started with
three advocates (key stakeholders) and quickly expanded to a director, assistant director, 10
advocates, a major reselection advisor, an exploratory curriculum academic advisor, an academic
coach and two graduate assistants. Over time, the office has transitioned roles and
responsibilities to better serve the needs of students. Hence, the advocates have most recently
been restructured into three teams (FTIC retention team, FTIC progression team and Transfer
team). Each team is comprised of two Academic Advocates who are supervised by a Lead
Academic Advocate. The Director provides oversight of all activities and represents the office
as a member of the Student Success leadership team. The Data Manager compiles, interprets and
synthesizes all data representative of undergraduate student progress for the office. The
Assistant Director’s position is currently vacant and paused for hiring due to budget cuts.. The
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director (primary stakeholder), assistant director (prior to her departure), data manager and
advocates all served as collaborators in this evaluation.
The Director of the Office of Academic Advocacy (OAA was the primary stakeholder
during this evaluation. The assistant director and data manager served as key stakeholders, and
the academic advocates were the supporting stakeholders. While all identified stakeholders
contributed to the evaluation, the supporting stakeholders were most instrumental for
observations and informal insights based upon their day-to-day experiences with students. Only
the key stakeholders participated in the semi-structured interviews.
The key stakeholders provided a historical perspective, details of their experiences
throughout the evolution of this process, and the observed strengths and challenges surrounding
the implementation of the model. In addition, as the internal evaluator, I was privy to formal and
informal observations of the systematic approach to identifying students, stratifying risk, and
strategically providing care and support for students. Most of the evaluation depended upon the
perceptions and experiences of the stakeholders and the evaluator. My partnership with the
stakeholders who shoulder the primary responsibility of implementing and managing this model,
has been invaluable to informing this inquiry.
While case management is central to the Office of Academic Advocacy, it is important to
highlight that the success of the model and how it benefits students depends upon the efforts and
partnerships of the entire campus community. As students navigate the institutional landscape,
their unique circumstances dictate what services will be most beneficial. Once a student is
identified, the Advocates facilitate coordinated support and elimination of unnecessary barriers.
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4.How was the student success case management model implemented?
A task force led efforts in 2009 to develop innovative policies designed to increase
graduation and retention rates, among other things. They determined that student success must
be integrated throughout the entire campus culture and become everyone’s responsibility. In
2015, the university administration credited many of its accomplishments to the unified efforts of
campus representatives working to strengthen the goal of improving student success and
outcomes. More recently, the adoption of the student success case management model is
recognized as the catalyst for changing the way that student success is perceived and
accomplished.
Despite the model’s affiliation with the population health management model, the
advocates have competently transitioned the concepts of care to the constructs of higher
education. The strategic approach has redefined prior ideologies and strategies intended to
achieve the institution’s goals for student success. Much like the triage concept in population
health management, the student success case management model allows advocates to assess and
stratify the risk level of each student resulting in individualized support strategies, timely
outreach, and efficient care.
The stakeholders noted that they “fell into” this approach while seeking different ways to
identify and assist students. Once they realized that a model of a similar concept existed in the
health field, they decided that it made sense to design a similar framework that would provide
the much-needed structure and proven reliability. The student success case management model
has evolved and been refined in response to the advocates’ and students’ experiences and
feedback.
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Process. 5.How does the model work?
Though staff members and campus resources were limited, the original advocates
realized that their approach had to be different. They identified several campus partners,
representatives from key student support offices across the university’s campus, as pertinent to
supporting a student’s academic and campus experiences. These partners included
Undergraduate Studies, Mental Health and Wellness, Career Services, Registrar, Financial Aid,
Academic Advisors, Student Affairs, Housing and Academic Affairs. The participating offices
committed to a strengthened partnership to foster an improved system of care. These care
partners committed to increased communication, availability of resources and ease of access for
students.
Guided by the purposefully designed model, the academic advocates take the steps
necessary to remove barriers that impede a student’s ability to achieve their academic goals
which ultimately includes their progression to graduation. Students are identified through the
analysis of data from reports that reflect their prior and current performance (academics and
attendance), and referrals. As the staff review student data, they gain insight into trends of
graduation persistence and retention rates. The staff noted that by monitoring individual students,
they could more effectively identify the students who were not doing well. This further allows
them to look more deeply into a student’s overall performance and discover performance
patterns. The advocates are then better equipped to make the tough decisions about which
students might benefit most from some intrusive support.
The model guides the academic advocates’ decision-making for timing and urgency of
outreach to students. It aids them in determining when to offer academic assistance, emotional
support, and appropriate resources. Advocates coordinate the student’s access to services offered
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by the various campus partners and then provide follow up to assure that the student’s needs are
addressed appropriately. The work done with each student is unique to his/her situation. The
cultural and professional competence of the Advocates provide them the insight and sensitivity
necessary to identify any unique resources and support that may be appropriate for each student.
The levels of ‘risk’ are informed by factors (including attendance, mid-term grades,
several/consistent failed grades, isolation, lack of engagement/connection, concerning
behaviors, wellness challenges, tragedy, and emotional concerns) that potentially impact
academic achievement. This risk is determined to be low, medium, or high based upon the
intensity (number and types of incidences) of a student’s situation.
The intentionally designed care plan guides how and when outreach, support. case
management and follow up are implemented. While there is some guidance from the model’s
structure, the true assessment of a student’s situation occurs during the first interaction. The
initial outreach efforts often reveal key information about individual student’s situations, needs
and capacity. The advocates recognize that each student’s situation is unique and should be
acknowledged as such.
The stakeholders shared that working with a student in academic distress requires the
ability to gain an understanding of how they got to this place and then determine what needs to
be done to assist the student. Working through these sometimes very personal conversations
with the students is often challenging. Students are not always comfortable with the process of
sharing private information or admitting that they might benefit from some assistance. Based
upon students’ willingness and readiness, staff members coordinate the necessary campus
resources needed to assist their students.
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6.How do the stakeholders know that it works?
I gained great insight from the stakeholders through interviews and observations about a
case management model credited with significantly contributing to the increase of graduation
rates and the decrease of the completion gap between diverse populations and White students.
The key stakeholders, directly responsible for identifying the process that is now the student
success case management model, shared key details about how the model has greatly enhanced
how campus partners support students.
My observations of how the advocates used the model provided some meaningful and
practical insight. Once students were identified or referred, the advocates made great efforts to
connect with each student. While some students appeared slow to respond, many immediately
accepted the opportunity to improve their situations. Throughout the interview process, each
key stakeholder consistently relayed information about their confidence in the model’s design
and effectiveness. This consistency served to triangulate the reliability of their responses.
The case management system was designed to ensure that someone at the university is
tasked with the responsibility of managing the student’s care and outcomes. In addition, the
model guides the timing and strategy for student outreach. Students have greatly benefitted
from the enhanced the communication and collaboration through more timely and wellcoordinated services. As faculty and staff recognize that a student may be experiencing
academic or personal challenges, they now refer the student with the knowledge that the student
will receive appropriate follow up and support from the Office of Academic Advocacy.
The process of identifying students for the care that is relevant to their situation when
they most need it has greatly enhanced each student’s access to available resources. This is
best demonstrated by the increased number of students that remain at and graduate from the
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institution. In addition, I was able to observe how students are more fluidly able to access the
resources necessary to address their concerns through a referral or a warm hand off.
Stakeholders agree that when barriers/challenges are decreased or eliminated, students are
better able to focus on their academics. To further maximize the model’s effectiveness, a
recharged focus on expanding the culture of care throughout the campus to assure consistent
alignment with the university’s values, is essential.
7.How are predictive analytics used in the student success case management model?
Through predictive analytics, the institution allows the student’s past and current
academic performance data, paired with referrals received from campus partners, to help guide
decision-making regarding how best to support students. While there are multiple factors to be
considered, much of the guesswork is eliminated with the help of relevant data. Stakeholders
shared during the interviews that students who might be experiencing challenges (including
wellness, family concerns, financial/food insecurity, missing assignments, class attendance or
failing tests/exams) that could impact their overall academic progress are identified more
efficiently and accurately.
Stakeholders assert that data which represents a student’s academic history, test scores,
current academic performance, attendance, and other pertinent factors pr informs about the
student. This knowledge helps to construct the process of assessing a student’s potential for
completion. While there are many factors that may influence a student’s academic experiences,
predictive analytics allow the advocate to proactively monitor students and respond accordingly.
As a result, the advocate is often better prepared to support a student who may benefit from
assistance as they often have already been on the Academic Advocate’s radar. Using analytics,
students are typically more quickly identified and approached.
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Product. 8. What are the strengths of the model?
This evaluation suggests that the student success case management model has several
strengths. Some of the most evident strengths include the individualized care, campus
collaborations and the role of academic advocacy.
Foremost, this model allows for personalized and intentional care for each student while
they are experiencing challenges that may prevent them from pursuing their educational goals.
The process of prioritizing a student, by assessing their level of risk (i.e., how urgent is the
situation and are they able to manage without intervention?) and determining the appropriate
care according to the student’s situation, guides advocates to reach students who might benefit
from some targeted support.
The increased resources and campus partner collaborations also reveal a strength of the
model. The model’s success relies heavily on the expertise and collaboration of multiple
campus partners. Partners have committed to shared communication, collaboration and timely
referrals which assure that the student’s situation is addressed and monitored appropriately.
The concept of using case management as the methodology for serving students in academic
distress has shifted the way that services are provided, often resulting in a greater and more
lasting impact.
The valuable work offered to each student by the Academic Advocates should be
highlighted as a strength of the Model. Stakeholders state that the student success case
management model allows advocates to better identify need, coordinate services, and eliminate
barriers. The advocates manage the strategic application of the model to assure timely outreach
and availability of the right support and resources that are sensitive to the student’s unique
identities and experiences. The advocates’ engagement with students require a heightened level
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of knowledge regarding institutional policies as they navigate and address systemic barriers on
behalf of the student.
In observing how advocates approach this case management work, I gained great insight
into the strengths and potential concerns of the model. This work requires individuals who are
highly skilled investigators, problem solvers, listeners, communicators, collaborators,
negotiators and change agents. In addition, knowledge of advising and/or coaching concepts is
ideal as students are often faced with significant academic, personal, and emotional life
changing situations which require calculated decision-making. The advocate, while remaining
empathetic and supportive to the student, seeks to connect them with care partners (e.g.,
medical, mental health, victim’s advocacy, advising, financial, etc.) that are most qualified to
address the specific concerns. If not coordinated appropriately, the transitioning of the student
to another campus partner could cause adverse effects. The advocate typically remains
engaged with the student to assess the level of service, monitor the student’s progress and to
identify any additional concerns.
While campus partners are more likely to focus on their primary area of expertise, the
advocates must remain knowledgeable of the dynamics and operations throughout the
university and even often wear many hats when working with a student. Facilitating difficult
conversations, helping students to rethink personal and academic goals, and interpreting and
communicating university policies while navigating the student’s perceptions are part of the
daily work of an academic advocate. One stakeholder, when asked how students might be better
served, stated “we make a commitment to them when we admit them. We make a commitment
to graduate them if we can. We need more people who can specialize in different areas.”
Having the right individuals in place with the ability to effectively provide coordinated and
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wholistic care for the unique student populations enrolled at the university has become a
noticeably greater priority.
Stakeholders assert that despite the calculated structure of the student success case
management model, advocate advocates can develop their own approach to working with
students. They believe that this fosters a greater and more personable connection between
student and advocate. Students often reported feeling heard and supported and seemed more
willing to share their intimate concerns.
The model’s purpose is to guide the advocates through the process of finding the
students, assessing their situation, working with students to develop a plan, identifying
appropriate resources, and providing the necessary support throughout the process. This work
is unique to the Office of Academic Advocacy and has proven to be complementary to all other
services on campus. Although academic advocates are not the ultimate problem solvers, they
ensure that students’ concerns are addressed by the appropriate offices.
9.What is the overall impact on student success?
Overall, the university is recognized as having transformed the student experience with
an impressive improvement in services, graduation rates, student retention and overall
outcomes. The university’s 2020 state board of governors; (BOG) metrics report recognized
the institution named in this study as leading in student outcomes. According to the report, the
university has consistently shown improvement in its performance-based metrics. According to
the BOG, areas in which the institution scored highest for the 2019-2020 academic year include
graduation outcomes, affordable access, minimal student debt upon graduation, and lower
excess credit hours upon graduation.
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Upon adopting the student success case management model, the institution expanded
the way that students were served. A team of academic advocates were hired to serve as case
managers for the students. The case management model allows advocates to focus on the
students who will likely benefit from some form of assistance. The varying levels of care
suggest that students receive what they need. While some situations might solely require an
informational conversation, there are the more complex cases that require extensive work, time,
and resources. Any student who appears on the advocate’s radar receives assistance. It is
important to note that a greater time commitment is focused on the student who is not likely to
progress academically without some intrusive intervention.
Students also benefit from academic advocates who are well informed about their
academic concerns. The calculated and consistent reviews of student performance data allow
the advocate to predict, identify and address barriers that may hinder the student’s academic
progress. Once a student’s academic performance suggests that there might be a concern, there
are multiple ways that the student may access the services available to them. Very often, the
advocate has identified the student through data and predictive analytics; however, students
may self-refer or are referred by an instructor or campus partner.
Members of the care team from the various campus offices assist by reaching out to
individual students who are referred to them to resolve issues and provide specific resources.
The Care Team closes the loop by informing the advocates about their interactions with a given
student through our Archivum Insights case management platform. Notes maintained in this
platform allows academic advocates, the Persistence Committee, Care Team members and
administrators the opportunity to review identified student cases, coordinate their care and
communicate with partners across campus.
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This institution seems to be making strides towards a standard that promotes a more
comprehensive approach that improves academic outcomes. The student success case
management model is contributing to this change in the campus culture which includes an
expanded collaborative community. As the university’s Persistence Committee continues to
meet weekly, they further inform the academic advocates with additional information about
students in their curricular and co-curricular environments and provide insight regarding
possible interventions and next steps.
10.How can the model be improved?
The results of the evaluation suggest that the overall effectiveness of the model could be
improved by attending to the following issues: continuing to remove institutional barriers,
increasing campus collaboration, enhancing technology systems, demonstrating empirical
evidence of effectiveness, and assuring that policies consider the diversity of the student body.
Institutional Barriers: Tinto (2018) theorized that when a student leaves college prior to
graduation, this decision is most often influenced by their perceptions of their experiences and
less by their actual encounters. The author further suggests that institutions may lose sight of
acknowledging the impact of a student’s perceptions by placing higher emphasis on areas such as
predictive analytics, academic engagement, and outcomes.
This evaluation revealed that the student success case management model is primarily
driven by predictive analytics, student performance, outreach, support, and academic outcomes.
A student’s perception of their campus experiences may also be a factor in their academic
performance and persistence. Unless the student submits a grievance, there is typically little
opportunity to understand how the student perceives their experiences at the institution.
Perception can be as impactful as other factors and should be addressed with the same level of
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commitment. Assuming that a student’s outcome is solely dependent on their behaviors is
problematic as it could allow the institution to miss a critical opportunity to address a barrier or
student concern appropriately. If the institution intends to continue improving each student’s
experience, it is imperative that all factors which may affect their decisions or capacity to persist
are considered and systematically addressed. The student’s perceptions would add value in
understanding if and how institutional barriers affected their progress and if the interventions
provided were helpful.
Throughout this evaluation it became evident that many policies that are deemed
pertinent to the operations of the institution often inadvertently create a challenge for students
who do not fit into the ‘norm’. These students, who are unique in their situations and very often
their cultural orientations, experience challenges with navigating the system. Offices are
typically reluctant to challenge the policy even if it means finding solutions that will legally and
ethically aid the student. An example of such a policy is represented through a petition process
that allows students to withdraw from classes that they are failing or have failed due to
documentable extenuating circumstances. Per the policy, documentation from a certified
professional (mental health, medical, etc.) is required to support the student’s personal
statement.

Despite this policy, some may colleges interpret and adjust the requirements while

others won’t consider alternative documentation even when it might be appropriate due to the
student’s unique situation. Not only does the inconsistency suggests that while there is a need
for the policy, an approved process to consider exceptions is essential. The idea that policies are
meant to be adhered to with no exceptions often limits the opportunity to seek creative and
alternate approaches to address a student’s situation. The “this is our policy” attitude is often
used without further consideration of what options may exist.
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It is imperative that institutional barriers, which often create unnecessary concerns and
further agitate a student’s situation be acknowledged and eliminated. Stakeholders recognize
that some institutional barriers, including university policies and campus systems, continue to
complicate the process for providing solutions for students. While some offices have been
progressive by adjusting their systems and procedures to align with the university’s revised
approach to student success, others seem hesitant to do the same. It is likely that the resistance
to change may be due to fear of the unknown or the desire to keep things the same because
‘they are working well’. Many of these campus offices appear to perceive their contribution to
the institution’s greater purpose through a somewhat limited perspective and continue to adopt
processes that are of limited benefit to the student and may even often circumvent the
university’s efforts. As new and progressive ideas for improving student outcomes are
introduced into antiquated and limited structures, the institution is faced with an interesting
phenomenon that may force them to rethink how decision-making is cultivated within and
throughout the campus.
Although there have been some important improvements demonstrated throughout the
institution, new challenges have evolved. The university's efforts to remove barriers that
impede a student’s progress are commendable; however, many barriers continue to burden the
constructs of this complex development. It will be necessary to ensure that the student is
central when considering the procedure for introducing new initiatives, creating a culture of
buy-in, re-clarifying roles, and ensuring adequate resources and support. As the need for
continued improvement is explored, the university seeks to ensure that the necessary resources
and competences are present.

102

Improving Campus Collaboration: It is evident that the case management model is
strengthened by a campus culture that is more engaged and collaborative. I observed efforts
among various departments to embrace the expectations and goals for student success as
presented by the institution’s leadership. Throughout the campus, offices appear to be seeking
ways to better define their roles and implement viable systems accordingly. Despite these steps
that seem to be in the right direction, stakeholders noted that improved efficiency, more
consistency, decreased duplication, and better clarification of roles in the case management
process are still needed.
Stakeholders noted that some offices ventured to identify their staff as case managers
seemingly to centralize the model through their own efforts, thus blurring the lines a bit. It is
imperative that I emphasize the value and necessity that each care partner maintain their specific
roles to preserve the systematic process.
The university has engaged multiple iterations of student success initiatives throughout
the past six years. The urgency to revisit and reexamine systemic challenges will be valuable to
the continued growth of this important work. Concerns regarding the potential for limited and
inefficient services will remain without such reflection and review. Many offices continue to
make changes in isolation without consideration for transparency and integrated services to
students. It is unclear if departments are evaluating their internal systems to determine how
workflows might be more favorably aligned with other offices.
Further complicating the ways in which some campus partners work is the apparent
limited understanding of roles and responsibilities between campus partners. Although the
demand for improving student outcomes has been communicated as a campus-wide priority,
various offices still seek ways to respond to the call to action with minimal impact on their
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normal ways of operating. As a result, the concern of how efficiently students are being
supported arises. This mindset often leads to the “university shuffle”, meaning that students are
sent from office to office until they finally connect with an advocate or another knowledgeable
care partner. As student needs increase, the roles of each office should evolve accordingly. It is
imperative to reevaluate and adjust accordingly. Radical innovation requires radical change.
Despite the concerns regarding campus collaboration, the model has achieved its purpose
of serving students and aiding to improve their academic progress. With more emphasis placed
on the essence of the model, which depends on the dynamic interactions of all campus partners,
students could experience an even stronger connection upon their arrival at the university. Once
again, the need to ensure that students are central to all efforts is key. Although the model
highlights the need for collaboration and integration of services, the autonomy of operations and
administration seems to remain a priority for many campus offices.
Improved Technology: Despite the university’s favorable student outcomes, maintaining
the resources necessary to further expand this work and assure that all students’ needs are met
continue to remain a challenge as the stakeholders’ plan for future growth. As the advocates
serve the most challenged students, the increasing demand requires even more efficiency and
even greater results.
A more impressive impact on student outcomes requires additional resources in
technological support such as better integrated databases and reporting systems. The time spent
researching a student’s academic experiences in multiple systems can be daunting and
inefficient. The university has invested in technologies aimed at improving data collection,
providing accurate reporting, predicting outcomes, and coordinating care. However, as the
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work advances, the need for more fluidity among all systems is evident, and the necessary
overhaul of current systems would require a significant institutional and financial commitment.
The stakeholders have aligned with a recently hired data expert in Undergraduate Studies
to develop a database that merges much of the data needed to aid them in working more
efficiently. Hopefully, all the current systems will eventually fully support this innovative
technological framework which serves as a model for each office on a strategy for better
meeting the priorities of the institution.
Empirical Evidence of Impact and Effectiveness: One stakeholder stated that if a
student’s issues are addressed appropriately and timely, the student is more likely to complete
college. Hence, improved insight and tracking that demonstrates a more comprehensive
understanding of the institution’s student success framework is essential.
Key information that would further inform questions regarding impact and effectiveness
include: (1) significance of impact for students dealing with different levels of concerns, from
different backgrounds and at different stages in their academic journey; (2) significance of
impact based on timing of outreach and responsiveness of students; (3) assessment of
opportunities for the student’s access to resources and the effectiveness of the services. An
enhanced ability to interpret and assess these and other results in multiple ways will further
strengthen and better represent the university’s efforts.
In addition, the stakeholders have found it challenging to measure the effectiveness of the
work done by the academic advocates, either quantitatively or qualitatively. The data reported
by the university undoubtedly have indicated that more students, of all backgrounds, are
graduating. Prior to these relatively recent outcomes, graduation and retention rates were
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dismal. The gains were realized following the introduction of more clearly defined policies,
enhanced campus partnerships and the student success case management model.
Although this strongly suggests that these improved results are likely due to intersecting
variables, one might argue that these systems are guided by a central source of accountability.
The intent of the model, managed by the Office of Academic Advocacy, is to ensure that all
campus partners, policies, and resources are well coordinated and available to benefit the
student. The accountability for this process rests on the stakeholders, the Office of Academic
Advocacy. When crediting the student success case management model for having the greatest
impact on the increase in student outcomes, determining ways to confidently report such data
becomes crucial to the university’s complete understanding of the processes that have been
implemented.
As previously noted in this evaluation, the existing reporting systems reveal that in
addition to the university’s student retention and graduation outcomes showing vast
improvement, the graduation gaps between diverse populations and White students have closed.
It is presumed that the adoption of the student success case management model and the addition
of the Office of Academic Advocacy have had a positive impact on student success outcomes.
This conclusion relies on the fact that these are the most significant changes implemented by
the institution on behalf of student success. However, the evidence of such impact is somewhat
anecdotal, although there is evidence of the rather intentional and strategic work done with
students. Finding ways to understand this impact more definitively, with empirical evidence,
could be beneficial as the university makes important decisions about further investing in the
work of student success. A stakeholder noted, “…I think at some point in terms of
accountability, we’ll probably have to formalize some sort of reporting structure.”
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The rapid improvement of student outcomes could be a challenge for the current
resources as the university strives to become even better at serving students. While such
meaningful efforts are sometimes difficult to measure quantitatively, determining how to better
confirm which practices are most effective and which should be modified or eliminated is
imperative.
Increased Sensitivity to Diversity: The culture of the university is one that represents
multiple student types and cohorts. Such an environment requires that the campus community
be well versed with a pedagogy that embraces diverse skill sets, well informed practices, and a
heightened self-awareness. This large metropolitan university provides access to student
populations that include those that are attending college for the first time, first generation in
their families to pursue higher education, veterans/veteran dependents, state dependent/foster
care youth, homeless/displaced individuals, non-traditional age adults, transfers from another
institution, ethnically/culturally diverse persons, those who are undocumented and individuals
from international countries. The ability to effectively comprehend and respond to the myriad
of circumstances and perspectives can be overwhelming, yet it is essential. The university
leadership and stakeholders must consider how the systems, policies and practices affect each
distinctive student population and seek to address concerns regarding inclusivity and equity.
The design of the student success case management model allows the advocate to
consider each student’s unique identity. Students are identified based upon analytics such as
performance and attendance or referrals. To effectively serve the student, the advocate must
fully gain knowledge of their perceptions, experiences, and goals. Also, the efficacy of the
care partners’ work when serving students is dependent upon their understanding of how the
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student’s worldview and life experiences may impact their responsiveness to opportunities for
assistance as well as their ability to trust the process.
As I observed appointments and conversations with students, I heard reports of them
experiencing inconsistent levels of sensitivity and understanding throughout the campus.
Hence, students appear to align with offices where they ‘feel most heard or understood’, even if
the outcome were not as they would prefer.
Getting all campus partners to operate from the same paradigm is of utmost importance.
A climate that is welcoming and appreciative of the multiple student voices would serve as an
affirmation to all students that they belong. This would also convey to students that the entire
campus community is in one accord with creating a respectful, caring, and supportive
environment. Without care that goes beyond the mechanics of helping students once they are in
distress, the university will be more challenged to maintain or exceed its current level of
success. Assuring a culture of shared ideals and practices, this institution that prides itself in
prioritizing the many experiences of students will continue to demonstrate the desired
improvements.
10.Is the model worth keeping?
Stakeholders have unequivocally communicated support for the model and how it has
impacted the university’s approach to student success. Prior to the model, students were being
served; however, the desired outcomes were not being met. Offices independently attempted to
solve and address student concerns; however, they often missed identifying the core issues.
The concept that underpins the model allows for students to be viewed as competent individuals
who may, at times, encounter challenging circumstances. The advocates work with individual
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students to address their unique concerns, with the perspective that the student’s situation does
not define them and will improve with some intervention.
Although there is still opportunity for improvement and more clearly defined outcomes, the
stakeholders are confident that this more proactive approach to working with students has
significantly improved the student experience. It has also encouraged greater collaboration
throughout the campus with a centralized office to coordinate and monitor student support and
outreach.
Implications
This program evaluation was conducted to determine the effectiveness of a student
success case management model at a 4-year multi-campus research one university in the
southeast United States. This model was implemented to facilitate the improvement of student
academic performance and outcomes. The results of this inquiry reveal that the application of
this model has had a positive impact on the university’s success with increasing graduation
rates and eliminating racial gaps. Consequently, this institution has gained national notoriety
for its impressive results.
The model provides the framework for a strategic and intentional case management
approach for working with students. Through predictive analytic tools and campus partner
referrals, the academic advocates monitor student performance and reach out to those who may
benefit from some targeted case management support. Stakeholders agree that this way of
serving has proven effective in facilitating the desired results.
Despite the noted improvements, there are opportune for further research, assessment,
and evaluation. This program evaluation scratched the surface of a rather comprehensive and
complex initiative. The inquiry remained unilaterally focus on the student success case
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management model. While the intent of this evaluation was addressed, to fully gain insight
into the impact, weaknesses, and opportunities, there must be further research. A
comprehensive evaluation of all campus-wide initiatives would be meaningful as there are
many opportunities for improvement.
A mixed methods approach would allow for as more robust and synergetic research
process. The combined research methodologies could better assure a balance of the strengths
and limitations. Data acquired through quantitative research would provide opportunities to
identify patterns in practices, predict and analyze outcomes and allow for generalizations that
could be beneficial to other institutions. In contrast, qualitative research would provide the
meaning behind the data through an in-depth analysis of concepts, opinions, and experiences.
A team of researchers, internal and external, would best serve the purpose of implementing
such an extensive project.
Further research should address the impact and efficiencies of services to students,
campus partnerships, database and technology systems, system-wide operations, and campus
policies. Key questions that could be considered include:
1. what do we need to do to maintain and increase our success?”
2. What are the implications for the Office of Academic Advocacy?
3. What are the implications for the university?
4. Why do we have the policy?
5. How is the policy helpful to students?
6. How does the policy create barriers for our students?
How does the policy help to improve or impede student success?
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Summary
Although the student success case management model provides the framework; the
student’s background, situation, and preferences guide how the academic advocate supports
each student. This could be considered a strength but also represents a challenge. The
opportunity to explore and address students’ situations and present them with options and
opportunities, assures that every student with a concern may be provided with the resources that
are most appropriate to address their circumstances and goals.
On the other hand, the model does not protect a student from an individual’s potential
bias, poor understanding, or lack of sensitivity. This reinforces the idea that on-going training
for all university employees should be prioritized, so that they are well versed in effective
communication, empathy, appreciative inquiry (focuses on strengths), cultural competence,
diversity, equity, and inclusion to avoid potential instance] of students feeling misunderstood
and underserved. It is important to note that due to multiple incidents of racial injustice, locally
and nationally, the university has launched significant initiatives designed to create an equitable
and just campus. As a result, training and facilitated discussions have commenced campuswide with a new vigor.
The student success case management model is designed to facilitate outreach to
students who are identified as potentially needing some level of assistance; however, students
are not required to respond or to accept the services. At times, students may initially not
respond for various reasons such as not receiving or reading messages, believing they can
improve their situation without assistance, or not wanting assistance due to pride, shame, etc.
Students may then choose to respond at a later date when their condition becomes more urgent
or they may decide to no longer pursue their education at the institution.
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The university would like to achieve close to a 100% success rate on all benchmarks.
While an admirable initiative, this could be challenging to achieve. Current experiences
indicate that there are students who choose not to receive assistance, often resulting in a forced
dismissal or selective departure from the university.
It would be beneficial for the university to acknowledge the possible limitations and
realities in accomplishing the desired outcomes. Such awareness as an institution could bolster
efforts to further examine and improve the student experience from application through
graduation. In addition, seeking ways to improve how students are welcomed and supported
from the time of enrollment, will better facilitate the student’s perceptions of their early
experiences, and potentially allow for more connectedness and engagement. Considerations of
how students are supported as they transition into the university, streamlining the orientation
experience beyond one/two days, better managing and streamlining communications that
students receive are just a few ideas to begin this change. Such an effort must again consider
the unique student populations and be well coordinated.
It is important to note that the student success case management model has been in
constant evolution throughout this evaluation. The model is dynamic in practice and theory,
meaning that adjustments and improvements are continuously made based upon lessons
learned. The evaluation was conducted through the lens of a formative assessment which
focused on opportunities for improvement, strengths, on-going feedback, and constant
interaction with the stakeholders (rather than only outcomes).
To the stakeholders’ credit, they constantly are seeking opportunities to increase their
effectiveness, which aligned well with the concept of a formative evaluation. Maintaining the
practice of continuous improvement and self-assessment will help to ensure that best practices
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are implemented. In addition, a continuous review of the systems within the Office of
Academic Advocacy to safeguard on-going training, necessary support, efficient and updated
technology with additional resources is highly recommended.
Recommendations
Table 6. Recommendations for the University
RESPONSIBILITY

ACTIVITY

Office of Academic Advocacy

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
“The University”

1.

2.

3.
6.

Evaluate and assess services, systems, and
outcomes to determine best practices and
inefficiencies
Identify meaningful ways of assessing
impact on diverse populations
Continue to participate in on-going training
on diversity and inclusion
Find creative ways to expand campus
partnerships to further benefit students
Continue to explore opportunities to
streamline systems for greater efficiency
Engage in a multi-methods research project
to +gain a comprehensive understanding of
the the vast scope and multiple variables that
affect student success
Seek to identify lessons learned, best
practices, areas for improvements, and
challenges. Implement a campus-wide plan
of action.
Address systemic barriers collectively.
Ensure campus-wide engagement (including
executive leadership) in on-going training on
diversity and inclusion.

Reflections as an Internal Evaluator
Throughout this evaluation, I viewed my experiences and knowledge gained from the
perspective of an internal evaluator. During the early stages of this collaborative evaluation, I
was employed as a full-time Academic Advocate. I was able to observe and experience the
dynamics of the student success case management model. It was advantageous as an internal
evaluator to work within the system being evaluated and gain access to resources and
information that may not necessarily have been] revealed to an external evaluator. I used this
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access cautiously and as an opportunity to strengthen the evaluation with first-hand knowledge,
particularly as changes evolved within the system.
Conversely, the role of serving as an internal evaluator had its challenges. I conducted
regular self-checks to assure clarity of which role I was performing at any given time. As an
employee, I was responsible for providing high quality and timely services for students. While
serving in this role, I also was relentlessly evaluating and critiquing my own interactions with
students. During conversations with my team members, I was often in a mode of constant
evaluation and assessment. Maintaining dual roles required that I perpetually monitor my
personal perspectives and remain true to the differences in my responsibilities.
As an Internal Evaluator, I gained complete access to key information, student data and
the internal operations of the model. Pertinent to the ethical practices required for this
evaluation, it was imperative that all identifying information remained confidential in order not
to jeopardize the integrity of this study. In addition, it has been essential that I maintain a
balance between confidentiality and transparency. I was challenged to ensure that I remained
focused on my goal of completing this evaluation of the model as it was often easy to become
lost in the details and solution-focused throughout the process.
Overall, the evaluation of the student success case management model has provided me
the opportunity to better understand the dynamics of the university. I do believe that the model
is effective and that it has served students well. However, the need to further address student
success systemically is essential. The expectations placed on the model to demonstrate even
more impressive outcomes without a university-wide unified effort, maybe difficult to achieve.
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Conclusion
This evaluation of the model identified many strengths and some opportunities for
growth. Conclusively, the model is meeting, and very often exceeding, its intended
expectations. The stakeholders’ transparency and willingness to discuss and consider options is
appreciated. Embarking on such a major change at this diverse and dynamic multi-campus
community has been impressive. Continuing to push for further growth and improvement is
noteworthy.
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Appendix A: Informed Consent to Participate in Research Study Involving Minimal Risk
Pro# __31867__
You are being asked to take part in a program evaluation. Such studies include only people who
choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this
information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or program
evaluation staff to discuss this consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or
information you do not clearly understand. The nature of the program evaluation, risks,
inconveniences, discomforts, and other important information about the program evaluation are
listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a program evaluation called:
A Program Evaluation Study of a University’s Persistence Model and Its Impact on
Graduation Outcomes
The person responsible for this program evaluation is Anthea D. Henderson. This person is
called the Principal Investigator. Her Faculty Advisor is Dr. Tony Tan. He is guiding her
through this program evaluation.
The program evaluation interviews and observations will be conducted at locations agreed by
participant and principal investigator.
The purpose of this program evaluation is to determine the effectiveness of a case management
model, for student persistence and advocacy. This model was developed in response to the
university’s goal to increase student success.
Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you ____to be interviewed or ____to be observed for this program evaluation
because of your direct affiliation and work with the graduation persistence case management
model.
•
____Participate in a 45-minute interview or ____be observed while meeting with a
student.
•
During the interview, a predetermined list of five questions regarding your perceptions of
the graduation persistence case management model will be asked. The interview will be semistructured, which means that additional questions will be asked to ensure that your perspectives
are well represented. No identifying information will be documented.
•
During the observations, I will quietly observe how you interpret and implement the case
management model. I will not participate in your session in any way. No identifying
information will be documented.
•
If you participate in this program evaluation, you and the principal investigator will meet
in person.
•
The interview and your responses will be audio-recorded, and later transcribed by the
principal investigator. The interview is expected to take approximately 45 minutes. There are no
right or wrong answers. Only the principal investigator will have access to the audiotapes, and
the tapes will be destroyed five years after the Final Report is submitted to the IRB.
•
Interviews and observations will occur during the summer of 2017.
Total Number of Participants
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Six (6) individuals will take part in this program evaluation at USF. Three key stakeholders will
be interviewed, and three advocates will be observed.
Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this program evaluation.
You should only take part in this program evaluation if you want to volunteer. You should not
feel that there is any pressure to take part in the program evaluation. You are free to participate
in this research or withdraw at any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are
entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this program evaluation. Decision to not participate
will not affect your status.
Benefits
We are unsure if you will receive any benefits by taking part in this program evaluation.
Risks or Discomfort
This study is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
program evaluation are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional
risks to those who take part in this program evaluation.
Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this program evaluation.
Costs
It will not cost you anything to take part in the program evaluation.
Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your program evaluation records private and confidential. Certain people may
need to see your program evaluation records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them
confidential. These individuals include:
•
The research team, including the Principal Investigator, co-major professors and
committee chair.
•
Certain government and university people who need to know more about the program
evaluation, and individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the program
evaluation in the right way.
•
The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this program evaluation, including staff in USF Research Integrity and
Compliance.
We may publish what we learn from this program evaluation. If we do, we will not include your
name. We will not publish anything that would let people know who you are.
You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this program evaluation, or experience
an unanticipated problem, call Anthea D. Henderson at 813.892.2970.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this program evaluation, or have
complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the
USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or contact by email at RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.
Consent to Take Part in this Program Evaluation
I freely give my consent to take part in this program evaluation. I understand that by signing this
form I am agreeing to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
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Signature of Person Taking Part in Program Evaluation

Date

Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Program Evaluation

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the program evaluation what he or she can
expect from their participation. I confirm that this participant speaks the language that was used
to explain this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language.
This research subject has provided legally effective informed consent.

Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Date

Appendix B: Interview Protocol
1.

Why was the Student success case management model chosen to address student
outcomes?

2.

How has the Student success case management model been effective?

3.

What are the strengths of the Student success case management model?

4.

How can the Student success case management model be improved?

5.

How are predictive analytics used in the Student success case management model?
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Appendix C: Observation Checklists
General Observatrion Checklist
Student Demographics
Sex________Race_______
Year of Study1st____ 2nd____ 3rd____ 4th____ 5th____ 6th____
Source of Referral
Academic Advisor______Counseling______
Housing/Residential Education______Financial Aid_____
Instructors______Student Affairs______
Career Counselors______SOS______
Other____________________
Student Concern(s)_______________________________________________________
Case management Strategies Used
Engage student____________
Gain Insight

_____ strengths _____challenges ______resources

Prioritize concerns 1. _____________2. ______________3. _______________
Identify potential solutions_______ Develop a plan_______
Create a Referral_________________________________________________
Schedule Follow Up______________________________________________
Student Observations
Demeanor/Attitude________________________________________________
Perceived Satisfaction_______________________________________________
Final Outcome____________________________________________________________
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Observation Checklist - #1
Student Demographics
Sex__female______

Race_White______

Year of Study 1st____ 2nd____ 3rd__X__ 4th____ 5th____ 6th____
Source of Referral
Academic Advisor______

Counseling______

Housing/Residential Education______

Financial Aid_____

Instructors______

Student Affairs__X____

Career Counselors______

SOS___X___

Other____________________
Student Concern(s)__mental wellness, poor academic performance______________
Case management Strategies Used
Engage student_____X_______
Gain Insight

__X___ strengths __X___challenges ___X___resources

Prioritize concerns 1.__mental wellness__2.___academics__3.__ _____________
Identify potential solutions___X____

Develop a plan___X____

Create a Case/Make a Referral____Success & Wellness Coaching, counseling________
Schedule Follow Up____two weeks__________________________________________
Student Observations
Demeanor/Attitude___extremely talkative, multiple complaints, varying emotions___
Perceived Satisfaction__appeared satisfied; however, inconclusive_________
Final Outcome____follow up in 2 weeks, plan to work with campus partners on a care plan
(Counseling, SOS, Academic Advisor)_____
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Observation Checklist - #2
Student Demographics
Sex__male______

Race_Black______

Year of Study 1st____ 2nd____ 3rd____ 4th__X__ 5th____ 6th____(transfer)
Source of Referral
Academic Advisor______

Counseling______

Housing/Residential Education______

Financial Aid_____

Instructors______

Student Affairs__X____

Career Counselors______

SOS______

Other____________________
Student Concern(s)__poor academic performance, overwhelmed, not feeling
connected______________
Case management Strategies Used
Engage student_____X_______
Gain Insight

__X___ strengths __X___challenges ___X___resources

Prioritize concerns 1.__overwhelm___2.___no
engagement__3.__academics_____________
Identify potential solutions___X____

Develop a plan___X____

Create a Case/Make a Referral____Success & Wellness Coaching, major
consideration_____________
Schedule Follow Up____two weeks__________________________________________
Student Observations
Demeanor/Attitude___frustration, gradually became more comfortable sharing
concerns___
Perceived Satisfaction__expressed feeling heard but still unsure about academic
future_________
Final Outcome____follow up in 2 weeks___________________________________________
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Observation Checklist - #3
Student Demographics
Sex__male______

Race_White______

Year of Study 1st____ 2nd____ 3rd__X__ 4th____ 5th____ 6th____
Source of Referral
Academic Advisor______

Counseling______

Housing/Residential Education______

Financial Aid_____

Instructors__X____

Student Affairs______

Career Counselors______

SOS______

Other____________________
Student Concern(s)__ poor academic performance______________
Case management Strategies Used
Engage student_____X_______
Gain Insight

__X___ strengths __X___challenges ___X___resources

Prioritize concerns 1.__academics__2.___complaints towards instructors__3._________
Identify potential solutions___X____

Develop a plan___X____

Create a Case/Make a Referral____Ombuds Office _____________
Schedule Follow Up____two weeks__________________________________________
Student Observations
Demeanor/Attitude___highly agitated, multiple complaints, varying emotions___
Perceived Satisfaction__student focused on complaints being addressed; inconclusive___
Final Outcome____follow up in 2 weeks, will continue to focus on understanding root of
dissatisfaction and poor academic performance
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Appendix D: American Evaluation Association Guiding Principles for Evaluators
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Appendix E: Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2011)
Utility Standards
The utility standards are intended to increase the extent to which program stakeholders find
evaluation processes and products valuable in meeting their needs.
•
U1 Evaluator Credibility Evaluations should be conducted by qualified people who
establish and maintain credibility in the evaluation context.
•
U2 Attention to Stakeholders Evaluations should devote attention to the full range of
individuals and groups invested in the program and affected by its evaluation.
•
U3 Negotiated Purposes Evaluation purposes should be identified and continually
negotiated based on the needs of stakeholders.
•
U4 Explicit Values Evaluations should clarify and specify the individual and cultural
values underpinning purposes, processes, and judgments.
•
U5 Relevant Information Evaluation information should serve the identified and
emergent needs of stakeholders.
•
U6 Meaningful Processes and Products Evaluations should construct activities,
descriptions, and judgments in ways that encourage participants to rediscover, reinterpret, or
revise their understandings and behaviors.
•
U7 Timely and Appropriate Communicating and Reporting Evaluations should attend to
the continuing information needs of their multiple audiences.
•
U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence Evaluations should promote responsible and
adaptive use while guarding against unintended negative consequences and misuse.
Feasibility Standards
The feasibility standards are intended to increase evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.
•
F1 Project Management Evaluations should use effective project management strategies.
•
F2 Practical Procedures Evaluation procedures should be practical and responsive to the
way the program operates.
•
F3 Contextual Viability Evaluations should recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural
and
political interests and needs of individuals and groups.
•
F4 Resource Use Evaluations should use resources effectively and efficiently.
Propriety Standards
The propriety standards support what is proper, fair, legal, right and just in evaluations.
•
P1 Responsive and Inclusive Orientation Evaluations should be responsive to
stakeholders and their communities.
•
P2 Formal Agreements Evaluation agreements should be negotiated to make obligations
explicit and take into account the needs, expectations, and cultural contexts of clients and other
stakeholders.
•
P3 Human Rights and Respect Evaluations should be designed and conducted to protect
human and legal rights and maintain the dignity of participants and other stakeholders.
•
P4 Clarity and Fairness Evaluations should be understandable and fair in addressing
stakeholder needs and purposes.
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P5 Transparency and Disclosure Evaluations should provide complete descriptions of
findings, limitations, and conclusions to all stakeholders, unless doing so would violate legal and
propriety obligations.
•
P6 Conflicts of Interests Evaluations should openly and honestly identify and address real
or perceived conflicts of interests that may compromise the evaluation.
•
P7 Fiscal Responsibility Evaluations should account for all expended resources and
comply with sound fiscal procedures and processes.
•

Accuracy Standards
The accuracy standards are intended to increase the dependability and truthfulness of evaluation
representations, propositions, and findings, especially those that support interpretations and
judgments about quality.
•
A1 Justified Conclusions and Decisions Evaluation conclusions and decisions should be
explicitly justified in the cultures and contexts where they have consequences.
•
A2 Valid Information Evaluation information should serve the intended purposes and
support valid interpretations.
•
A3 Reliable Information Evaluation procedures should yield sufficiently dependable and
consistent information for the intended uses.
•
A4 Explicit Program and Context Descriptions Evaluations should document programs
and their contexts with appropriate detail and scope for the evaluation purposes.
•
A5 Information Management Evaluations should employ systematic information
collection, review, verification, and storage methods.
•
A6 Sound Designs and Analyses Evaluations should employ technically adequate designs
and analyses that are appropriate for the evaluation purposes.
•
A7 Explicit Evaluation Reasoning Evaluation reasoning leading from information and
analyses to findings, interpretations, conclusions, and judgments should be clearly and
completely documented.
•
A8 Communication and Reporting Evaluation communications should have adequate
scope and guard against misconceptions, biases, distortions, and errors.
Evaluation Accountability Standards
The evaluation accountability standards encourage adequate documentation of evaluations and a
metaevaluative perspective focused on improvement and accountability for evaluation processes
and products.
•
E1 Evaluation Documentation Evaluations should fully document their negotiated
purposes and implemented designs, procedures, data, and outcomes.
•
E2 Internal Metaevaluation Evaluators should use these and other applicable standards to
examine the accountability of the evaluation design, procedures employed, information
collected, and outcomes.
•
E3 External Metaevaluation Program evaluation sponsors, clients, evaluators, and other
stakeholders should encourage the conduct of external Metaevaluations using these and other
applicable standards.
Copyright © 2016 - All Rights Reserved
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Appendix F: Checklist of The Program Evaluation Standards Statements, Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2018)
The Program Evaluation Standards “identify and define evaluation question and guide evaluators
and evaluation users in the pursuit of evaluation quality” (Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, &
Caruthers, 2011). The Standards include thirty statements that define five dimensions of program
evaluation quality: utility, feasibility, propriety, accuracy, and evaluation accountability. Each
standard has a name and is expressed in a statement, which is then explained in more detail in
The Program Evaluation Standards book (Yarbrough et al., 2011). The standards’ names and
statements are reproduced below in checklist form with permission of the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE).
The purpose of this checklist version of the Standards is to provide evaluation practitioners,
clients, users, and students with an accessible overview of the Standards. We encourage users to
read The Program Evaluation Standards in full, and then use this checklist as a quick reference.
Utility Standards
The utility standards are intended to increase the extent to which program stakeholders find
evaluation processes and products valuable in meeting their needs.
U1 Evaluator Credibility: Evaluations should be conducted by qualified people who establish
and maintain credibility in the evaluation context.
U2 Attention to Stakeholders: Evaluations should devote attention to the full range of
individuals and groups invested in the program and affected by its evaluation.
U3 Negotiated Purposes: Evaluation purposes should be identified and continually negotiated
based on the needs of stakeholders.
U4 Explicit Values: Evaluations should clarify and specify the individual and cultural values
underpinning purposes, processes, and judgments.
U5 Relevant Information: Evaluation information should serve the identified and emergent
needs of stakeholders. JOINT COMMITTEE WMICH.E D U / E V A L U A T I O N / C H
ECKLISTS2
U6 Meaningful Processes and Products: Evaluations should construct activities, descriptions,
and judgments in ways that encourage participants to rediscover, reinterpret, or revise their
understandings and behaviors.
U7 Timely and Appropriate Communicating and Reporting: Evaluations should attend to the
continuing information needs of their multiple audiences.
U8 Concern for Consequences and Influence: Evaluations should promote responsible and
adaptive use while guarding against unintended negative consequences and misuse.
Feasibility Standards
The Feasibility standards are intended to increase evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.
F1 Project Management: Evaluations should use effective project management strategies.
F2 Practical Procedures: Evaluation procedures should be practical and responsive to the way
the program operates.
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F3 Contextual Viability: Evaluations should recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural and
political interests and needs of individuals and groups.
F4 Resource Use: Evaluations should use resources effectively and efficiently.
Propriety Standards
The propriety standards support what is proper, fair, legal, right and just in evaluations.
P1 Responsive and Inclusive Orientation: Evaluations should be responsive to stakeholders
and their communities.
P2 Formal Agreements: Evaluation agreements should be negotiated to make obligations
explicit and take into account the needs, expectations, and cultural contexts of clients and other
stakeholders.
P3 Human Rights and Respect: Evaluations should be designed and conducted to protect
human and legal rights and maintain the dignity of participants and other stakeholders.
P4 Clarity and Fairness: Evaluations should be understandable and fair in addressing
stakeholder needs and purposes.
P5 Transparency and Disclosure: Evaluations should provide complete descriptions of
findings, limitations, and conclusions to all stakeholders, unless doing so would violate legal and
propriety obligations.
P6 Conflicts of Interests: Evaluations should openly and honestly identify and address real or
perceived conflicts of interests that may compromise the evaluation.
P7 Fiscal Responsibility: Evaluations should account for all expended resources and comply
with sound fiscal procedures and processes.
Accuracy Standards
The accuracy standards are intended to increase the dependability and truthfulness of evaluation
representations, propositions, and findings, especially those that support interpretations and
judgments about quality.
A1 Justified Conclusions and Decisions: Evaluation conclusions and decisions should be
explicitly justified in the cultures and contexts where they have consequences.
A2 Valid Information: Evaluation information should serve the intended purposes and support
valid interpretations.
A3 Reliable Information: Evaluation procedures should yield sufficiently dependable and
consistent information for the intended uses.
A4 Explicit Program and Context Descriptions: Evaluations should document programs and
their contexts with appropriate detail and scope for the evaluation purposes.
A5 Information Management: Evaluations should employ systematic information collection,
review, verification, and storage methods.
A6 Sound Designs and Analyses: Evaluations should employ technically adequate designs and
analyses that are appropriate for the evaluation purposes.
A7 Explicit Evaluation Reasoning: Evaluation reasoning leading from information and
analyses to findings, interpretations, conclusions, and judgments should be clearly and
completely documented.
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A8 Communication and Reporting: Evaluation communications should have adequate scope
and guard against misconceptions, biases, distortions, and errors.
Evaluation Accountability Standards
The evaluation accountability standards encourage adequate documentation of evaluations and a
metaevaluative perspective focused on improvement and accountability for evaluation processes
and products.
E1 Evaluation Documentation: Evaluations should fully document their negotiated purposes
and implemented designs, procedures, data, and outcomes.
E2 Internal Metaevaluation: Evaluators should use these and other applicable standards to
examine the accountability of the evaluation design, procedures employed, information
collected, and outcomes.
E3 External Metaevaluation: Program evaluation sponsors, clients, evaluators, and other
stakeholders should encourage the conduct of external metaevaluations using these and other
applicable standards.
Reference
Yarbrough, D. B., Shulha, L. M., Hopson, R. K., & Caruthers, F. A. (2011). The program
evaluation standards: A guide for evaluators and evaluation users (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage. jointcommitteewmich . edu/evaluation/checklists4
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Appendix G. Model for Collaborative Evaluation (MCE) Checklist

Figure G1. MCE Checklist
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Appendix H. IRB Exemption Letter
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